Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  Hbrary  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/| 


(J  X. 

A  L  :  ■: 


6y 


^      * 


i 


1 


THE  PRINCIPLES 


OF  THK 


AMERICAN 


LAW  OF  CONTRACTS 


AT  LAW  AND  IN  EQUITY 


SECOND  EDITION 


BY 

JOHN  D.  LAWSON,  LL.D. 

Dka^  op  the  Department  op  Law  and  Professor  op  Contract 
AND  International  Law  in  the  University  op  Missouri; 
Author    op   a    Companion    Work   on  the 
Principles  of  the  Law  of  Bailments 


ST.  LOUIS: 
THE  F.  H.  THOMAS  LAW  BOOK  CO. 

1905 


Cop^rright,  1905 

by 

JOHN  D.  LAWSON 


UBRAfiy  OF  THE 

sTAMFOBB.  JR.,  umramtrf 

LAVr  MEPARTMEKT. 


TO 

FRANCES   CHASE    LAWSON 


^   "-i 


r<^ 


~^(an.-i(o 


TABLE  OF    CONTENTS. 

PRELIMINABT. 

PART  I. 
THE  FORMATION  OF  THE  OONTRAOT. 

CHAPTER  I. 

THE  AGREEMENT. 

Section  1.  Introductory. 

Sbction  2.  What  is  Agreement. 

3.  Common  Intention  Essential. 

4.  Intention — ^How  Ascertained. 

5.  Intention  to  Bind  Essential — Promissory  Expressions. 

6.  Same — Statements  of  Intention. 

7.  Same — Invitations  to  Deal. 

8.  Intention  Must  Refer  to  Legal  Relations. 

9.  Intention  Must  be  Serious. 

10.  Preliminary  Negotiations. 

11.  Certainty  Required. 

12.  Intention  Must  be  Communicated. 

13.  Representation  on  Which  Another  Acts — E«stoppel. 

14.  Agreement  Results  from  OfTer  and  Acceptance. 

15.  Acceptance  bj  Assent. 

16.  Acceptance  by  Promise. 

17.  Acceptance  by  Act. 

18.  Acceptance  by  Silence. 

19.  Acceptance  by  Signing  Paper. 

20.  Acceptance  by  Accepting  Paper. 

21.  Communication  of  Offer. 

22.  Acceptance  of  Offer — By  Whom. 

23.  Offerer   May   Prescribe   time.    Place    and    Condition   of 

Acceptance. 

24.  Acceptance  Must  be  Absolute  and  Unconditional. 

25.  And  Identical  with  Terms  of  Offer. 

26.  Communication  of  Acceptance. 

27.  Offer  Made  by  Post. 


VI  TABLE  OP  CONTENTS. 

28.  Acceptance  Made  by  Post. 

29.  The  Subject  of  Acceptance  by  Agent  ReTi0wed. 

30.  Acceptance  Makes  Irrevocable  Ck>ntract.  v/ 

31.  Offer  May  Lapse  or  be  Determined  How. 

32.  By  Revocation.' 

33.  By  Rejection  or  Conditional  Acceptance. 

34.  By  Lapse  of  Time. 

35.  By  Death. 

36.  By  Change  of  Circumstances. 

37.  Revocation  of  Acceptance. 

38.  Time  and  Place. 

CHAPTER  II. 

EXPRESS  AND  IMPLIED  CONTRACTS. 
Sbction  39.  Contracts  Express  or  Implied — Quasi  or  Mixed. 

(a)     implied  coiv^tbacts. 

40.  Acceptance  of  Goods  or  Services. 

41.  Agreement  Implied  from  Request. 

42.  Without  Request  or  Assent  No  Agreement. 

43.  Services  Presumed  to  be  for  Hire. 

(b)     quasi-oontbacts  or  contracts  created  bt  law. 

44.  General  Principles. 

45.  Judgments. 

46.  Public  or  Statutory  Duty. 

47.  Unjust  Enrichment. 

48.  Infants  and  Insane  Persons — ^Husband  and  Wlfeu 

49.  Money  Obtained  by  Wrongful  Act. 

50.  Waiving  Tort  and  Suing  in  Contract. 

51.  Voluntary  Payment  not  Recoverable. 

52.  Money  Paid  Under  Compulsion  or  Duress. 

53.  Eftect  of  Protest. 

54.  Payment  Under  Mistake  of  Fact. 

55.  Payment  Under  Mistake  of  Law. 

56-  Money  Paid  Under  Illegal  Agreement 

57.  Benefits  Received  Under  Agreement  Partly  Performed. 

58.  Where  Default  in  Performance  Willful. 

59.  Money  Paid  for  Use  of  Another. 

60.  Failure  of  Consideration. 

(c)     promises  implied  from  express  ones. 

61.  Introductory. 

62.  Usages  of  Trade  and  Business. 

63.  Implied  Promises  in  Contracts  of  Sale. 

64.  Implied  Promises  in  Contracts  of  Agency  and  Service. 


TABLE  OP  C0NTENT6.  Vll 

CHAPTER  III. 

THE  FORM. 
Section  65.  The  Different  Kinds  of  Ck>ntract8. 

I.      CONTRACTS  UNDEB  8EAI.. 

66.  Introductory. 

67.  Contracts  Under  Seal — ^How  Made. 

68.  Estoppel  by  Deed. 

69.  Merger. 

70.  Ck>ntract  under  Seal  Valid  Without  Ck>n8ideration. 

71.  In  What  Cases  Contract  Under  Seal  Necessary. 

n.      SIMPLE  CONTRACTS. 

72.  Simple  Contracts. 

73.  Contracts  Reguired  to  be  in  Writing. 

III.      THE  STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS — ^FOURTH  SECTION. 

74.  Introductory. 

(a)     l^hat  Contracts  are  Within  the  Statute. 

75.  '^Special  Promise  by  Executor  or  Administrator." 

76.  Promise  to  "Answer  for  Debti  Default  or  Miscarriage  of 

Another." 

77.  "Agreements  in  Consideration  of  Marriage." 

78.  "Interest  in  or  Concerning  Lands." 

79.  "Agreements  not  to  be  Performed  within  a  Tear." 

80.  Other  Agreements  which  are  and    are    not   within   the 

Statute. 

(&)     Form  Required  by  the  Statute, 

81.  General  Principles. 

82.  Memorandum  must  Show  Complete  Agreement. 

83.  Must  Show  Parties. 

84.  Consideration. 

85.  Must  be  Signed  by  Party  Charged. 

86.  Signing  by  Agent. 

(c)     Effect  of  NonrCompliance. 

87.  Agreement  not  Void  but  Simply  Unenforceable. 

88.  Part  Performance. 


Vin  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

IV.      THE   STATUTB  OF   FRAUDS — ^SEVENTEENTH    SECTION. 

89.  Introductory. 

(a)     What  Contracts  are  Within  the  (Statute, 


90.  ''Goods,  Wares  and  Merchandise." 

91.  Contracts  for  Work  and  Labor. 

92.  Value. 

(h)     Form  Required  hy  the  Statute. 

93.  Acceptance  and  Receipt. 

94.  Earnest  or  Part  Payment. 

(c)    Effect  of  Non-Compliance. 

96.  Under  this  Section  Agreement  Void. 

CHAPTBE  IV. 

THE  CONSIDERATION. 

Section  96.  Consideration  Essential  to  Simple  Contracts. 

97.  Cases  Where  Consideration  not  Essential. 

98.  Consideration  Defined. 

99.  Money  or  Money  Value  not  Requisite. 

100.  Adequacy  of  Consideration. 

101.  In  Equity. 

102.  Consideration  Executed  or  Executory. 

103.  Promise  for  a  Promise. 

104.  Mutuality  Required. 

105.  Subscription  Papers. 

106.  Mutuality  May  be  Implied  or  be  Subsequently  Present. 

107.  Promise  to  do  What  Promisor  Already  Bound  to  do.    V 

108.  Promise  Beyond  Legal  Duty  or  Contractual  Obligation. 

109.  Payment  of  Part  of  Debt. 

109  a.  Compositions  with  Creditors. 

110.  Forbearance  to  Sue. 

111.  Motive  and  Moral  Obligation. 

112.  Past  Consideration. 

113.  Consideration  Obtained  by  Fraud  or  Duress. 

114.  Failure  of  Consideration.       \x 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS.  IX 


CHAPTER  V. 

THE  PARTIES. 

Sbction  115.  Introductory. 

A. 

THE  STATE  OB  GOVEBNMENT. 

116.  Power  of  the  State  to  Ck>ntract. 

117.  May  Sue  on  Its  Contracts. 

118.  But  Cannot  Be  Sued. 

119.  Public  Officers  and  Agents. 

120.  Foreign  QoTemment  and  their  RepreeentatiTes. 

B. 

ALIENS. 

121.  Aliens  In  (general. 

122.  Alien  Enemies. 


CONVICTS. 

123.  Convicts'  Contracts. 

D. 

COBPOBATIONS. 

124.  Corporation  Defined. 

125.  Contracts  of  Corporation  When  Binding. 

126.  Powers  of  Corporation — ^Meaning  of  Ultra  Vires. 

127.  Contract  Ultra  Vires  Unenforceable  Unless  Executed. 

E. 

INFANTS. 

128.  Introductory. 

129.  Infant's  Contracts  Voidable  not  Void. 

130.  Infant's  Concealment  or  Misrepresentation  as  to  Age. 

131.  The  Non-Voidable  Contracts  of  an  Infant. 

132.  Contracts  Under  Statutory  Authority. 

138.  Contracts  Which  Law  Would  Have  Compelled. 

134.  Ante-Nuptial  Debts  of  Wife. 

135.  Infant  Liable  for  Necessaries. 


XABL£  OF  CONTENTS. 

136.  What  are  "Necessaries." 

137.  Borrowing  Money  for  Necessaries. 

138.  Express  Contracts  for  Necessaries. 

139.  Securities  Given  for  Necessaries. 

140.  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury. 

141.  Ratification  After  Reaching  Majority. 

142.  Express  Ratification  by  New  Promise. 

143.  Must  Be  Made  With  Knowledge  of  Non-liability. 

144.  Effect  of  Ratification. 

145.  Implied  Ratification  from  Acts  and  Conduct 

146.  DisaflBrmance  Before  Reaching  Majority. 

147.  The  Right  to  Disaffirm. 

148.  Disaffirmance  Must  Be  in  Toto. 

149.  Form  of  Disaffirmance. 

160.  Same — Implied  Disaffirmance. 

161.  When  Disaffirmance  Required — ^Lapse  of  Time. 

152.  Effect  of  Disaffirmance. 

153.  Plea  of  Infancy  Personal  to  Infant. 

154.  Torts  Connected  with  Contracts. 

F. 

MABBDED  WOMEN. 

155.  Property  Rights  of  Wife  at  Common  Law. 

156.  Her  Separate  Estate  in  ESquity. 

157.  Contracts  of  Wife  in  Equity. 

158.  The  Wife's  Statutory  Estate. 

159.  Wife's  Contracts  for  Necessaries. 

G. 

INSANE  PEB80NS. 

160.  Contracts  of  Insane  Persons. 

161.  Insanity  Not  Known  to  Other  Party. 

162.  Contracts  for  Necessaries. 

H. 

DBUNKABDS. 

163.  Contracts  Made  by  Intoxicated  Persons 

I. 

AGENTS. 

164.  The  Right  to  Contract  by  an  Agent — ^Divisions   of    the 

Subjects. 


TABI^  OF  CONTENTS.  XI 

(I.) 

THE  MODE  PF  FOBMINO  THE  RELATION. 

166.  Introductory. 

(a)     The  Capacity  of  the  Parties. 

166.  Who  May  Be  Principal  and  Agent. 

(&)     The  Farm  of  the  Contract  of  Employment. 

167.  Formation  of  the  Contract  of  Agency — In  General. 

168.  Form  of  the  Contract. 

169.  Acts  and  Conduct. 

170.  Neceesity. 

171.  RaUficaUon. 

172.  Form  of  Ratification. 

173.  Ratification  by  Acts  and  Conduct. 

174.  Declarations  of  Agent. 

175.  RaUficaUon  Shifts  Liability  to  Principal. 

176.  What  Acts  Cannot  Be  Ratified. 

(II.) 

THE  EFFECT  OF  THE  BELATION. 

177.  Introductory. 

(a)     Rights  and  Liabilities  of  Principal   and 

Agent  Inter  8e. 

178.  Duty  of  Principal  to  Reward  and  Indemnify  Agent. 

179.  Duties  of  Agent — In  General. 

180.  ' To  Make  No  Personal  Profit. 

181.  Losses  Fall  on  Principal. 

182.  Agent  May  Not  Delegate  His  Authority. 

(&)     Rights  and  Liabilities  of  Parties  Where 
Principal  Named. 

183.  Principal  Bound,  Agent  Not. 

(1)  Nature  and  Extent  of  Agent's  Authority. 

184.  General  and  Special  Agency  Distinguished. 
186.  Auctioneers. 

186.  Factors. 

187.  Brokers. 

188.  Del  Credere  Agents. 

189.  Foreign  Principal. 

190.  Irresponsible  or  Non-Existent  Principal. 

191.  Agent  Cannot  Sue — ^Principal  May. 


XU  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


(2)     Form  of  the  Ckintract 

192.  Authority  Must  Be  Executed  in  Name  of  Principal. 

193.  Agent  May  Bind  Himself  Personally. 

194.  Liability  of  Agent  Who  Ckintracts  Without  Authority. 

(c)     Rights  and  Ldabilities  of  Partiea  Where 
Principal  Not  Named. 

195.  Liability   When    Principal    Unnamed    but   Agency    Dis- 

closed. 

196.  Liability  When  Agency  Undisclosed. 

197.  Liability  for  Frauds  and  Torts. 

(III.) 

TUB  DETERMINATION   OF  THE  AGENT'S  AUTHOBITT. 

198.  Introductory. 

199.  By  Agreement 

200.  By  Act  of  One  of  the  Parties. 

201.  By  Operation  of  Law. 

202.  Time  at  Which  revocation  Takes  Effect 

203.  Authority  Coupled  With  Interest  or  on  Consideration. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

THE  CONSENT. 
Section  204.  Consent  of  Parties  Essential. 


MISTAKE. 

Section  205.  Agreement  Presumed  from  Assent. 

206.  From  Signing  or  Accepting  Written  Instrument. 
I  207.  Mistake  in  Motive  or  Expectations. 

208.  Mistake  in  Value  or  Quality. 

209.  Mistake  Preventing  Formation  of  Contract 

210.  Concerning  Nature  of  Transaction. 

I  211.  Concerning  Person  With  Whom  Contract  Made. 

i  212.  Concerning  Subject-matter  of  Contract. 

I  213.  Mistake  of  Expression. 

214.  Mistake  of  One  Caused  by  Other. 

215.  Mistake  of  One  Known  to  Other. 

216.  Mistake  of  Law. 

217.  Remedy  of  Party  at  Law  and  in  Equity. 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS.  XIU 

B. 
MISBEFBESENTATION. 

t 

SiaunoN  218.  Introductory. 

219.  Fraudulent  Misrepresentation. 

220.  Special  Contracts  Affected  by  Misrepresentation. 

221.  Contracts  of  Insurance. 

222.  Contracts  for  Purchase  of  Stock  in  Corporations. 

223.  Contracts  for  Sale  of  Lands. 

224.  Contracts  Between  Parties  in  Certain  Fiduciary  Rela- 

tions. 

225.  Term  in  Contract. 

226.  Remedies  at  Law. 

227.  Remedies  in  Equity. 

C. 

FBAUD. 

■Sbcxidn  228.  Fraud  Defined. 

(a)     False  Representation. 

.SBcnoN  229.  By  Act  or  By  Omission. 

230.  Making  False  Statements. 

231.  No  General  Duty  to  Disclose  Facts. 

232.  Fiduciary  Relations. 

233.  One  Party  Relying  on  Other. 

234.  Active  Concealment — Misleading  Statements. 

235.  Some — Covering  Up. 

(b)     Representation  of  Fact 

236.  Matters  of  Opinion. 

237.  Commendatory  ESxpressions — Puffing. 

238.  Matters  of  Intention  or  E2zpectation. 

239.  Matters  of  Law. 

(c)     By  Party  Charged.  . 

240.  Fraud  of  Third  Party. 

(d)     Knowledge  of  Falsehood. 

241.  Representation  Believed  to  be  True. 

242.  Representation  Known  to  be  False. 

243.  Representation  not  Known  or  Believed  to  be  true. 

244.  Belief  BaseA  on  Unreasonable  Grounds. 

245.  Representatibns  Subsequently  False  or  True. 


XIV  .  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(e)    Intention  That  it  be  Acted  Upon. 

246.  Repreeentation  Made  Without  Such  Intention- 

(f)     Must  Be  Relied  On. 

247.  Representation  Must  Have  Induced  Agreement. 

248.  Knowledge  of  Untruth. 

249.  Belief  and  Reliance. 

250.  As  to  One  of  Several  Matters. 
261.  Materialty. 

(g)     Damage  to  Party  Deceiyed. 

252.  Damage  Essential. 

(h)     Remedies. 

253.  Remedies  of  Party  Defrauded — ^Blection  to  Affirm. 

254.  Rescission  of  Contract  ' 

255.  Limits  to  Right  to  Rescind. 

256.  Restoring  the  Consideration. 

257.  Recapture.  ^ 

D. 

DUBB8S. 

Section  258.  Duress  Defined. 

259.  Duress  of  Imprisonment 

260.  Duress  Per  Minos — ^At  Common  Law. 

261.  Same— The  Modem  Rule. 

262.  Who  Must  Impose  Duress. 

263.  Must  Aifect  Promisor. 

B. 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE- 

Section  264.    What  is  Undue  Infiuence. 

(a)     Family  or  Confidential  Relations. 

Section  265.  Introductory. 

266.  Husband  and  Wife. 

267.  Parent  and  Child. 

268.  Other  Family  Relations. 

269.  Guardian  and  Ward. 

270.  Trustee  and  Cestui  que  Trust. 

271.  Attorney  and  Client 

272.  Priest  and  Member  of  Flock. 

273.  Physician  and  Patient 

274.  Other  Cases. 

275.  How  Long  Disability  Continues. 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS.  XV 

* 

(b)     Mental  Weakness. 
Sbctioi?  276.  Rule  In  this  Case. 

(c)    Necessity. 

SacnoiT  277.  Introductory. 

278.  Bbcpectant  Heirs. 

279.  Reyerslonary  Interests. 

280.  Lender  and  Borrower. 

( d  )     Consideration. 

281.  Inadequacy  of  Consideration. 

(e)    Remedies. 

282.  Limits  to  Riffht  to  Rescind. 

CHAPTER  VII. 

THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT 
Sbction  283.  Introductory. 

(a)      AeBEBliSNTS  IN  BBXACH  OF  BTATUTI, 

284.  Statutory  Prohibition  of  Act 
286.  Statute  Merely  Imposing  Penalty. 

286.  Illustrations  of  Agreement  Contrary  to  Statutes. 

287.  Wagers. 

288.  Agreements  for  Future  Delivery  of  Qoodfi. 

289.  Contracts  of  Insurance. 

290.  Sunday  Contracts. 

291.  Works  of  Necessity  or  Charity. 

292.  Agreements  Partly  Made  on  Sunday. 

293.  Rescission  and  Ratification. 

(b)    aobeements  in  breach  of  common  law  bules. 

294.  Introductory. 

296.  Agreements  with  Alien  Enemies. 

296.  Agreements  to  Commit  Crime. 

297.  Agreements  to  Commit  CIyII  Wrong. 

298.  Agreements  to  Defraud  Third  Persons. 

299.  Agents  and  Persons  in  Fiduciary  Relations. 

800.  Frauds  upon  Marital  Rights. 

801.  Agreements  between  Creditor    and    Debtor    affecting 

Surety. 
302.  Agreements  to  Defraud  the  Public 


t  . 


Xvi  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


303.  Same — ^Auction  Sales. 

304.  Fraud  and  Illegality  Distinguished. 

(C)      AGBEEMENTB  AGAINST  PUBLIG  POXJCT. 

Section  305.  Introductory. 

806.  Agreements  to  Influence  Legtslatlye  Action. 

807.  Agreements  to  Influence  AdministratlTe  and  Eizecutive 

Action. 

808.  Appointment  of  Public  Oflioers. 
309.  Agreements  Influencing  Elections. 
810.  Exceptions  to  the  Foregoing  Rules. 

311.  Salaries  of  Public  Oflicers. 

312.  Agreements  Obstructing  Ck)ur8e  of  Justice. 

313.  Compounding  Criminal  Offenses. 

314.  Agreements  Ousting  Jurisdiction  of  Courts. 

815.  Maintenance  and  Champerty. 

816.  Agreements  to  Refer  to  Arbitration. 

317.  Agreements  against  Good  Morals. 

318.  Agreements  in  Restraint  of  Marriage. 

319.  Marriage  Brokage  Contracts. 

320.  Agreements  to  Facilitate  Diyoroe. 

321.  Agreements  for  Separation. 

322.  Agreements  in  Restraint  of  Trade. 

323.  The  Rules  in  the  Earlier  Cases. 

324.  The  Modem  Doctrine. 

825.  Other  Cases  of  Lawful  Restraint 

326.  Combinations  Among  Workmen. 

327.  Combinations  Among  Employers  and  Traders. 

328.  Where  Public  Interest  Affected. 

329.  Agreements  Affecting  Duties  Toward  Third  Persons. 

(d)       effect  of   nXBGAUTT. 

330.  Illegal  Agreement  Void. 

331.  Exceptions. 

332.  Circumstances  Affecting  Question  of  Illegality. 
833.  Consideration  or  Promise  Wholly  lUegaL 

334.  Consideration  Legal  but  Promise  Partly  Illegal. 

335.  Consideration  Partly  Illegal. 

336.  Promises  and  Consideratloi*  Severable. 

337.  The  Unlawful  Intention. 

338.  Knowledge  of  Illegal  Intention — ^The  English  Rule. 

339.  The  American  Rule. 

340.  Exceptions  to  the  American  Rule. 

341.  Agreements  Legal  in  One  Place  but  Illegal  in  Another. 

342.  Agreements  Legal  at  One  Time  but  Illegal  at  Another. 

343.  Securities  Giyen  on  Illegal  Transaction. 

344.  Distinction  Between  Void,  Voidable  and  Unenforceable. 


'  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS.  XVll 


PART  n. 

THE  OPERATION  OP  THE  CONTRACT. 


Section  346.  Introductory* 

CHAPTER  Vin. 

THE  LIMITATIONS  TO  THE  OBLIGATION  AND  RIGHT. 

I  Section  346.  Two  Partiee  Necessary. 

,  347.  The  Liability  of  one  not  a  Party. 

I  348.  Agreement  May  Impose  Duties  on  Third  Parties. 

349.  The  Rights  of  One  Not  a  Party. 

360.  Ehcceptlons. 
■  361.  Where  False  Representation  is  Made. 

I  362.  Where  Breach  of  Duty  Connected  with  Contract. 

I  363.  Promise  for  Special  Benefit  of  Third  Person. 

!  354.  Trust — Quasi-Contract — ^Near  Relationship — ^Agency, 

j  365.  Several,  Joint  and  Joint  and  Several  Promisors. 

356.  Several,  Joint  and  Joint  and  Several  Promisees. 


I 


CHAPTER  IX. 

THE  ASSIGNMENT  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 
Section  357.  Introductory. 

(a)    assignment  by  act  of  pabtieb. 

358.  Assignment  of  Liabilities. 
369.  Assignment  of  Rights. 

360.  What  May  Not  be  Assigned. 

361.  Choses  in  Action  Not  Assignable  at  Common  Ijaw. 

362.  Rule  in  Equity. 

363.  Notice  of  Assignment  Necessary. 

364.  Form  of  Notice. 

365.  Assignee  Takes  Subject  to  Equities. 
366-  Equities  Excluded  by  Contract  or  Conduct. 

367.  Debtor's  Assent  Immaterial. 

368.  What  Passes  on  Assignment. 

369.  Liability  of  Assignor. 

370.  Assignment  by  Statute. 

371.  Assignability  Distinguished  from  Negotiability. 


XVIU  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 


(b)     assignment  bt  operation  of  law. 

372.  Assignment  by  Marriage. 

373.  Assignment  by  Death. 

374.  Assignment  by  Bankruptcy. 

375.  Interests  In  Lands. 


PART  III. 
THE  INTERPRETATION  OP  THE  CONTRACT. 

Section  376.  Introductory. 

CHAPTER  X. 

THE  PROOF  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

Section  377.  Proof  of  Oral  Contracts. 

378.  Proof  of  Contracts  in  Writing. 

379.  Oral  Evidence  to  Vary  or  Contradict  Writing  Inadmis- 

sible. 

L 
Proof  of  Existence  of  Document. 

380.  Contracts  Under  Seal. 

381.  Written  Contracts  not  Under  Seal. 

IL 
Pboof  of  Fact  of  Agbeekent. 

382.  Proof  That  There  Is  no  Valid  Contract. 

383.  Proof  That  the  Apparent  Contract  is  not  in  Force. 

IIL 
Pboof  of  Tebms  of  Aqbeement. 

384.  How  Far  Oral  Evidence  Admissible. 

(a)    supplementary  agreements. 

385.  Evidence  of  Supplementary  or  Collateral  Agreement. 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS.  XIX 


(b)     explanation  of  tebms. 

386.  Identity  of  Parties. 

387.  Identity  of  Subject-Matter. 

388.  Application  of  Phrases. 

389.  Latent  and  Patent  Ambi^ity. 

(C)      USAGES  OF  TRADE. 

390.  To  Explain  Technical  Terms  in  Written  Ck>ntract8. 

391.  To  Add  Unexpressed  Terms  to  Written  Ck>ntracts. 


CHAPTER  XL 


nr 


THE  CONSTRUCTION  OP  THE  CONTRACT. 

JSbction  392.  Introductory. 

393.  First  Rule  of  Construction — Intent  of  Parties. 

394.  Second  Rule— Words  Taken  in  Their  Ordinary  Mean- 

ing. 

395.  Third  Rule — ^Whole  Instrument  Looked  to. 

396.  Subsidiary  Rules. 

397.  Several  Instruments  Construed  as  One. 

398.  Inconsistent  and  Repugnant  Words. 

399.  Bxpressio  unis — General  and  Specific  Descriptions. 

400.  Construction  by  the  Parties. 

401.  Legal  and  Reasonable. 

402.  Written  and  Printed  Words. 

403.  Grammar  and  Punctuation. 

404.  Construction  Against  Party  Using  Words. 


PART  IV. 
THE  DISCHABGB  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

Sbction  405.  Introductory., 

CHAPTER  XII. 

DISCHARGB  BY  AGREEMENT. 
Sbctioiv  406.  Methods  of  Discharge  by  Agreement. 


XX  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

(▲)      WAIVEB  OB  CANCELLATION. 

407.  Executory  Agreement  May  be  Waived  or  Canoelled. 

408.  But  Not  Bxecuted  Contract 

409.  Bxceptionh-Negotiable  Instruments. 

(b)    substituted  agreement. 

410.  Express  Substituted  Agreement 

411.  Form  of  Substituted  Agreement. 

412.  Implied  Substituted  Agreement. 

413.  Express  Noyation. 

414.  Implied  Noyation. 

(C)      CONDITIONS  IN  CONTRACT. 

416.  Conditions  Subsequent 

416.  Non-fulflUment  of  Term  in  Contract. 

417.  Occurrence  of  Particular  Event 

418.  Option  to  Determine  Contract    , 

« 

CHAPTER  Xlll. 

DISCHARGE  BT  PERFORMANCE. 
Section  419.  Introductory. 

(a)    pebtobmance. 

420.  Performance  Must  Follow  Terms  of  Contract. 

421.  Rule  in  Equity. 

422.  Time  of  Performance. 

423.  Rule  in  Equity. 

424.  Performance  of  Conditional  Promises — In  GeneraL 

425.  Conditional  Upon  Time  of  Future  Event 

426.  Conditional  Upon  Request,  Demand  or  Notice. 

427.  Conditional  Upon  Act  of  Third  Person^ 

428.  Conditional  Upon  Will  of  Promisor. 

429.  Performance  to  "Satisfaction"  of  Promisor. 

(B)       PAYMENT. 

480.  Non-Pasrment  of  Debt  When  Due. 

481.  Payment  by  Negotiable  Instrument. 

432.  Payment  in  Forged  or  Worthless  Notes  or  Counterfeit 

Coins. 

433.  Sending  Money  by  Post. 

434.  Effect  of  Giving  Receipt 
436.  Appropriation  of  Payments. 


TABIA  OF    GOKTBNTS.  XZI 

(C)      TENDER. 

436.  Tender  When  a  Discharge. 

437.  Reqalsites  of  Valid  Tender. 

438.  When  Tender  Not  Necessary. 

CHAPTER  XIV. 

DISCHARGB  BT  IMPOSSIBILITY  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

Sbction  489.  Introductory. 

440.  One  Mnst  Perform  What  he  Promises. 

441.  Obligation  Imposed  by  Law  and  by  Contract  Distin- 

guished. 

442.  Impossibility  of  Performance  no  Excuse. 
448.  Exceptions  to  This  Rule. 

444.  Same — First  Exception. 
446.  Same— Second  Exception. 
446.  Alternative  Promises. 

CHAPTER  XV. 

DISCHARGE  BY  OPERATION  OF  LAW. 
43BonoN  447.  Introductory. 

(a)    mxboke. 

448.  Merger  Described. 

449.  Requisites  to  Merger. 

(b)      AL.TEBATI0N   OF  WBITTEN  INSTBUHXlTrS. 

460.  Alteration  Avoids  Instrument 

461.  Presumption  as  to  Alterations. 

462.  Law  and  Fact. 

463.  Recovery  Upon  Original  Consideration. 

464.  Right  to  Fill  Blanks  in  Instruments. 

(C)      LOSS  OF  WBITTEN  IKBTBUMKNTS* 

466.  Effect  of  Loss  of  Written  Instrument. 

(d)     bankbuftgt. 

466.  Bankrupt  Law  Discharges  Obligations. 

(e)    death. 

467.  Discharge  of  Contract  by  Death. 


ygTT  TABLE   OF    CONTENTS. 

CHAPTER  XVI. 

DISCHARGE  BT  BREACH. 

Section  458.  Right  of  Action  and  Discharge  Caused  by  Breach  Dls^ 

tlnguished. 

459.  In  What  Modes  Contract  Discharged  by  Breach. 

(A)  DISOHABQE  BETOBB  FEBFOBMANCB  DUB. 

1.    By  Renunciation. 

460.  Breach  by  Renunciation  Before  Time  Set  for  Perform^ 
ance. 

2.    By  ImpoaHbility. 

461.  Breach  by  Impossibility  Created  by  Party. 

(B)  DISOHABGB  IN  OOUBSE  OF  PIRFOBMAKOE. 

1.  By  Renunciation. 

462.  Breach  by  Renunciation  in  Course  of  Performance. 

2.  By  ImpoaaiMlity, 

463.  Breach  by  Impossibility  created  by  Party. 

CHAPTER  XVII. 

DISCHARGE  BT  BREACH  (Continued). 
Section  464.  Introductory — Discharge  by  Failure  to  Perform. 

I. 

Independent  Peomises. 

465.  Three  Classes  of  Independent  Promises. 

(a)    absolute  pbomises. 

466.  Where  Promiise  Absolute,  Performance  of  Considera- 

tion not  Required. 

467.  Independent  Promises  not  Favored;  Concurrent  Prorn^ 

ises. 

(b)     divisible  pbomises. 

468.  Failure  to  Perform  Part  of  Divisible  Promises. 

469.  Alternative  Promises. 

(c)     subsidiabt  pbomises. 

470.  Subsidiary  Promises  EJxplained  and  Illustrated. 


TABLE    OF    CONTENTS.  XXHI 

II. 

Conditional  Promises. 

471.  The  Different  Kinds  of  Conditional  Promisee. 

472.  Suspensory  and  Dependent  Conditions  Distinguished. 

473.  Dependent  Conditions  Precedent  Must  be  Performed  or 

Promise  Discharged. 

474.  Condition  and  Warranty  Distinguished. 

475.  Waiver  of  Conditions. 


PART  V. 
THE  RBMBDIBS  TJPON  THE  CONTRACT. 

Section  476..  The  Remedies  for  Breach  of  a  Contract. 

CHAPTER  XVIII. 

DAMAGES. 

Section  477.  Introductory. 

478.  Foundation  Principle  of  Damages  Is  Compensation. 

479.  Measure  of  Damages — ^Rules  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale. 

480.  First  Rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale. 

481.  Second  Rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale. 

482.  Third  and  Fourth  Rules  in  Hadley  y.  Baxendale. 

483.  Punitive  Damages  and  Injuries  to  Feelings. 

484.  Duty  not  to  Increase  Damages. 

486.  Liquidated  Damages  and  Penalties  Distinguished. 

486.  Same— ^Construction  of  Contracts  as  to. 

487.  Same — Rules  for  Construction  of  Such  Contracts. 

488.  No  Second  Action  for  Same  Damages. 

CHAPTER  XIX. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

Secnoir  489.  The  Remedy  of  Specific  Performance— General  Rules. 

490.  Specific  Performance  Decreed  Only    Where    Damages 

are  Inadequate  Remedy. 

491.  Contracts  for  the  Sale  of  Lands- 

492.  Effect  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 


XXIV  TABLE  OF  CONTENTS. 

493.  Contracts  for  the  Sale  of  Chattels. 

494.  Breaches  of  Contracts  Generally. 
496.  Vendor  as  Well  as  Vendee  Entitled. 

496.  Performance  Compelled  by  Means  of  Injunction. 

CHAPTER  XX. 

DISCHARGE  OF  RIGHT  OP  ACTION. 
Section  497.  Introductory. 

(a)    belbase. 

498.  Release  Defined  and  Explained. 

499.  Covenant  Not  to  Sue. 

(B)      accord  AlfD  SATISFACTION. 

600.  Accord  and  Satisfaction  Defined  and  Eizplalned. 

(C)      JUDGMENT. 

601.  Eftect  of  Judgment. 

(d)    lapse  of  time. 

602.  Introductory. 

1.    Independent  of  Statute. 

608.  Presumption  of  Payment. 
604.  Laches  in  Equity. 

2.    Under  Statute  of  Limitation, 

606.  Statute  of  Limitation  Bar  Action. 

606.  When  Statute  Begins  to  Run. 

607.  Statutory  Bar  May  be  Removed. 


THE  PRINCIPLES  OF  THE 

AMERICAN  LAW  OF  CONTRACTS. 


PRELIMINARY. 


In  this  second  edition  the  author  has  endeavored  to 
state  the  principles  of  the  law  of  contracts  as  illustrated 
by  the  English  and  American  decisions  to  the  case  of 

■ 

the  year  1904.  He  has  not  cited  all  the  eases  but  has 
selected  those  in  which  the  principles  are  best  discussed. 
A  slight  change  of  arrangement  has  been  made;  and 
much  of  the  text  has  been  re-written.  Some  sections 
in  the  first  edition  which  did  not  properly  belong  to  a 
treatise  on  the  principles  of  contract  law  have  been 
omitted  in  this  edition;  and  in  the  space  saved  many 
new  qualifications  of  general  rales  have  been  discussed. 

Plo/n  wnd  Arrangement. 

The  work  is  divided  into  five  main  parts  and  twenty 
chapters,  viz. : 

Part  I.  The  Formation  of  the  Oontbaot,  i.  e. : 
What  are  the  elements  necessary  to  a  valid  contract? 

Here  we  find  that  there  must  be  an  Affreement  (Cap.  I) 
which  is  either  Express  or  Implied  (Cap.  II) ;  that  it  must  be 
expressed  in  a  certain  Form  (Cap.  Ill);  that  it  must  be 
founded  upon  a  Consideration  (Cap.  IV) ;  that  it  must  be 
made  by  Parties  capable  of  contracting  (Cap.  V) ;  with  their 
real  Consent  (Cap  VI),  and  that  it  must  be  for  a  Legal  Ob- 
ject (Cap.  VII). 
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Part  II.  The  Operation  op  the  Contract,  i.  e. : 
Whom  does  it  affect,  and  who  are  the  persons  who  may 
obtain  rights  or  may  be  held  liable  under  it? 

Here  we  find  that  not  only  does  it  affect  the  original  partieB 
to  the  agreement  (Cap.  VIII),  but  likewise  those  persons  who 
may  take  the  place  of  either  of  the  original  parties  by  Aasign- 
ment  (Cap.  IX). 

Part  III.  The  Interpretation  of  the  Contract,  i. 
€. :  In  what  modes  and  by  what  rules  is  the  meaning  of 
the  contract  to  be  arrived  at? 

Here  we  find  certain  legal  rules  by  which  we  can  ascertain 
what  the  terms  of  the  agreement  were,  which  we  caU  Proof 
of  the  Contract  (Cap.  X),  and  certain  other  legal  rules  by 
which  we  can  ascertain  what  those  terms  mean — which  we 
call  Construction  of  the  Contract  (Cap.  XI). 

Part  IV.  The  Discharge  op  the  Contract,  t.  e. : 
In  what  modes  does  the  obligation  come  to  an  end  and 
the  parties  become  freed  from  its  rights  and  liabilities? 

Here  we  find  that  the  contractual  tie  may  be  loosened  and 

the  parties  freed  from   its   rights   and   liabilities   either  by 

Agreement  (Cap.  XII);  by  Performxince  (Cap.  XIII);  by  J«- 

possibility  of  Performance  (Cap.  XIV);  by  Operation  of  Law 

(Cap.  XV);  or  by  Breach  (Caps.  XVI-XVII). 

Part  V.  The  Remedies  Upon  the  Contract,  *.  e. : 
In  what  modes  and  to  what  extent  may  either  party 
obtain  satisfaction  when  the  other  fails  to  perform  what 
he  has  promised? 

Here  we  find  that  he  may  recover  compensation  for  the 
loss  a  breach  has  caused  him,  which  compensation  is  called 
Damages  (Cap.  XVIII),  or  the  court  may  In  certain  cases 
compel  the  party  in  default  to  actually  perform  what  he 
promised,  which  is  called  Specific  Performance  (Cap.  XIX); 
and  lastly  that  this  right  of  action  may  be  Discharged  in 
various  ways  (Cap.  XX). 


PART  I. 


THE  FORMATION  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


§  1.  Introductory, 


§1.    Introductory — Contract  Defined — Other 

Definitions. 

A  contract  is  defined  by-  the  most  distinguished  chief 
justice  of  the  highest  court  in  the  land  and  the  most 
august  judicial  tribunal  in  the  world,  as  an  agreement 
in  which  a  party  undertakes  to  do  or  not  to  do  a  par- 
ticular thing.^  This,  however,  falls  very  far  from  de- 
scribing the  kind  of  agreement  which  is  essential  to  a 
contract  binding  and  enforceable  by  law.  An  agree- 
ment may  exist  and  yet  not  make  a  valid  contract;  or 
it  may  be  valid  as  an  agreement,  and  yet  not  be  so  ex- 
pressed in  its  form  as  to  be  enforceable ;  or  it  may  pos- 
sess these  two  elements  and  yet  not  contain  the  con- 
sideration which  the  law  requires;  or  it  may  possess 
these  three  elements  and  yet  not  be  entered  into  by 
parties  legally  capable  of  contracting ;  or  it  may  pos- 
sess these  four  elements  and  yet  not  have  the  necessary 
legal  consent  of  the  parties;  or  it  may  possess  these 
five  elements  and  yet  be  for  an  object  which  in  the  eye 
of  the  law  is  not  a  legal  object. 

Therefore,  in  treating  of  the  formation  of  the  con- 
tract, i.  e.,  the  elements  necessary  to  a  valid  contract,  we 
shall  consider,  first,  the  agreement,  either  express  or 
implied ;  second,  the  form  required ;  third,  the  consider- 
ation required ;  fourth,  the  capacity  of  the  parties ;  fifth, 
the  consent  of  the  parties ;  sixth,  the  legality  of  the  ob- 
ject of  the  agreement.  These  six  requisites  are  essential 

'  Marsball,  C.  J.,  in  Sturgris  v.  Crownin-  of  subcequeDt  cases.  For  these  cases  and 
shidd,  4  Wheat.  197.  This  definition  of  a  collecuon  of  other  definitions  of  couru 
"Contract"  has  been  repeated  in  a-number       and  text -writers,  see  9  Cyc,  241,  note. 
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to  a  valid  contrax^t,  for  where  any  one  of  them  is  absent^ 
the  agreement  is  in  some  cases  merely  unenforceable,  in 
some  voidable  at  the  option  of  one  of  the  parties,  in 
some  absolutely  void. 

A  contract  then  is  the  result  of  agreement  and  obli- 
gation; by  agreement  being  meant  the  expression  by 
two  or  more  persons  of  a  common  intention ;  by  obliga- 
tion being  meant  the  duty  which  the  law  imposes  upon 
the  parties  to  act  as  they  have  agreed  to  act.^  And  this 
obligation  is  not  present  unless  the  agreement  contains 
the  requisites  just  mentioned.  A  contract  may  therefore 
be  defined  as  the  agreement  of  two  or  more  competent 
persons,  in  proper  form,  on  a  legal  consideration  and 
with  their  free  consent  upon  a  legal  subject-matter.' 

The  oflFer  by  one  to  do  or  not  to  do  something  becomes 
a  promise  when  it  is  accepted  by  the  party  to  whom  it 
is  made.  The  parties  to  a  promise  are  called  promisor 
and  promisee  and  the  result  of  the  mutual  promises  is 
agreement.* 

An  executed  contract  is  a  contract  which  has  been 
fully  performed  since  it  was  made,  or  which  was  per- 
formed at  the  time  it  was  made,  so  that  nothing  remains 
to  be  done  on  either  side.  An  executory  contract  is  one 
which  is  either  wholly  unperformed,  or  in  which  there 
remains  something  to  be  done  on  both  sides — 
as  in  the  case  of  mutual  promises  to  marry,  where  the 
promise  of  each  party  is  the  consideration  for 
the  promise  of  Ifhe  other,  or  a  contract  consisting  of  a 
promise  on  one  side  to  furnish  goods  or  perform  serv- 


2  "Contract  results  from  a  combination 
of  the  two  ideas  of  tffpreement  and  obligra- 
tion."    Anson,  Contr.  1. 

'  As  an  affreement  to  constitute  a  contract 
must  create  a  \eg9X  oblif^atton,  it  is  not  cor- 
rect to  speak  of  a  *Woid'*  contract— for  it  is 
the  agreement  which  is  void,  i.  e.,  destitute 
of  lefral  effect  and  there  is  no  contract  at 
all.  But  the  words  contract  and  agreement 
have  been  so  long  used  bjr  writers   and 


judges  as  meaning  the  same  thing  that  it 
IS  too  lace  to  trjr  to  change  \egtd  terminol- 
ogy so  far  as  this  subject  is  concerned. 

«  McKinley  ▼.  Watkins,  18  111.  140;  Brown 
V.  Rice.  29  Mo.  326;  Bliason  ▼.  Henshaw,  4 
Wheat.  825:  Tucker  v.  Woods,  12  Johns. 
190,  7  Am.  Dec.  305;  King  ▼.  >Varfield,  67 
Md.  3i6;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  884;  Demoss  v. 
Noble,  6  Iowa  530. 
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icea^  and  a  promise  on  the  other  side  to  accept  and  pay 
for  the  same.  A  contract  may  be  executed  on  one  side 
and  executory  on  the  other.** 

When  the  consideration  on  both  sides  of  an  execu- 
tory contract  is  a  promise  the  contract  is  bilateral. 
Where  the  promise  is  on  one  side  only  it  is  uniiateral, 
and  the  offeree  is  not  bound  to  perform  at  all  nor 
until  performance  by  him  is  the  offerer  bound ;  but  on 
performance  by  the  offeree  the  proposal  of  the  offerer 
is  turned  into  a  binding  contract.  An  offer  of  a  re- 
ward is  a  good  example  of  a  unilateral  contract. 


•McNett  ▼.  Cooper.  IS  Fed.  Rep.  586;  576;  Parmelee  ▼.  R.  Co.,  7  Barb.  699; 
JnflSioe  ▼.  LASig.  A  N.  Y.  493, 496,  1  Am.  Madison  ▼.  Sharpe,  4  Coldw.  275; 
Rep.  070«  Schroeppel  ▼.  Coming,  10  Barb.       Riggt  v.  Tayloe»  2CranGh  C.  C.  687. 
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§2.     What  is  Agreement. 

Agreement  consists  in  two  or  more  persons  being  of 
the  same  mind  and  intention  concerning  the  subject- 
matter.* 

§3.     Common  Intention  Essential. 

In  order  that  there  shall  be  agreement^  the  parties 
must  have  the  same  intention  and  this  can  not  be  pres- 
ent where  there  is  doubt  or  difference  on  either  sida 
Thus  if  A  offers  B  to  sell  him  his  horse  and  B  replies, 
"I  might  purchase  it  at  the  price  you  asked,"  there  is 
no  agreement.*  Neither  is  there  where  A  says,  "I  will 
sell  you  my  horse  for  one  hundred  dollars,"  and  B  re- 
plies, "I  will  give  you  seventy-five  for  it"  * 

§4.    Intention — How  Ascertained. 

A  person's  state  of  mind  or  intention  can  be  ascer- 
tained only  by  outward  expressions,  such  as  words  or 
acts.  Therefore  the  law  excludes  all  questions  of  inten- 
tion unexpressed,  and  imputes  to  a  person  a  state  of 
mind  or  intention  corresponding  to  the  rational  and 
honest  meaning  of  his  words  and  acts.  Whatever  a 
man's  real  intention  may  be^  if  he  so  conducts  himself 
that  a  reasonable  man  would  believe  that  he  was  assent- 
ing to  what  he  proposed,  and  the  latter  on  the  faith  of 
this  contracts  with  him,  the  man  so  conducting  himself 


^  Bruce  ▼.  Pienon,  8  Johns.  584. 

*  StAffff  V.  Compton,  81  Ind.  171.  **I  gueu 
I  can  smp  it  to  you'*  is  not  an  offer  to  ship. 
TopUff  ▼.  McKendree,  80  Mich.  148,  C6  N. 
W.  Rep.  100.  Where,  in  answer  to  an  or- 
der to  a  wholesale  merchant  of  eight  hun- 
dred pairs  of  shoes,  the  latter  acknowledged 
by  postal  card  the  receipt  of  the  order  and 
saio,  **The  same  shall  have  prompt  atten- 
tion/' the  court  said  that  this  was  not  an 
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absolute  acceptance,  but  merely  a  courteous 
promise  to  give  it  consideration.  Mannier 
▼.  Appling,  118  Ala.  068,  90  South.  Rep.  978. 
And  the  same  view  was  talcen  of  a  letter 
reading,  **I  am  prepared  to  make  the  ar- 
rangements with  you  on  the  terms  you 
name."  Havens  v.  Ins.  Co.,  11  Ind.  App. 
815,  30  N.  B.  Rep.  40;  Thurber  v.  Smith,  54 
AU.  Rep.  790(R.  I.}. 

<  See  post,  f  95. 
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is  as  mncb  bound   as  if  he  had  actually  intended   to 
agree  to  the  other  party's  terms.' 

"If  a  man  Intends  to  buy,  and  eaja  bo  to  the  Intended  seller,  and 
he  intends  to  sell,  and  says  so  to  the  intended  buper,  there  iB  a 
eontraet  of  sale;  and  so  there  wonid  be  If  neither  had  the  Inten- 
tion."* 

Thus  where  a  man  writes  a  letter  to  another  and  its 
langnage  shows  an  offer  to  contract,  he  will  not  be  al- 
lowed to  say,  "I  did  not  intend  to  make  an  off^  in  writ- 
ing that  letter."*  A  person  can  not  set  up  tl^at  he  was 
merely  jesting  when  his  conduct  and  words  would  war- 
rant a  reasonable  person  in  belieying  that  he  intended 
a  real  agreement* 

An*}  it  does  not  matter  how  formal  or  in((M'mal  the 
words  used  may  be.  A  says  to  B,  "I  want  you  to  send 
your  wagon  f(ff  my  goods  to-morrow  to  take  them  to  the 
station."  B  replies,  "All  right-"  This  is  an  agree- 
meat" 

§5.     Intention  to  Bind  Esseniiai — PronU^aory 
Expressions. 

The  intention  to  bind  oneself  must  appear,  for  all 
prmnissory  expressions  do  not  by  acc^tance  constitute 
an  agreement.'  Thus  where  a  man  whose  son  had  been 
murdered,  while  himself  suffering  from  wounds  in- 
flicted by  the  same  person  who  had  killed  his  son,  ex- 


ii}       tee,  K  S.  H.  Rep.  BlSTbillon 
9*-       «  N.  V.  SSI. 


H.  AN.  484. 

Co.,»7  G». 


(App.)im,  ss'k  E.  Rep.'lSe. 

non  V.  Lucu,  IS  B.  Mod 

mpton,  81  Ind.  171:  Wmerrck  t 
u,  M  N.  J.  (L.)  IT,  M  Am.  Rep.  4 


'i;>non  v.  l.ucu,  ISB.  Mod.  Hi;  Sugg 
V.  Compton,  81  Ind.  171:  Wmerrck  t.  De- 
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•claimed  that  he  would  give  f  200  to  have  him  arrested, 
the  court  said  that  no  contract  could  be  made  out  of 
49uch  expressions ;  they  were  evidence  of  strong  excite- 
ment but  not  of  a  contracting  intention.*  On  the  oOier 
hand  in  a  Wisconsin  case  where  a  man  standing  in 
front  of  a  burning  building  shouted  to  the  crowd,  ^^I 
will  give  five  thousand  dollars  to  any  person  who  will 
bring  the  body  of  my  wife  out  of  that  building  dead  or 
aliye,"  this  was  held  to  be  a  binding  agreement  with 
one  of  the  firemen  who  entered  the  house  and  brought 
out  the  woman  f  and  in  Illinois  where  at  a  public  meet- 
ing during  the  war  a  man  declared  that  he  would  give 
f  400  to  get  his  sons  relieved  from  the  draft,  this  wa^ 
held  a  binding  promise  to  pay  that  amount  to  any  one 
who  should  accomplish  that  object.*  It  is  not  easy  to 
state  any  definite  rule  by  which  such  cases  should  be 
governed  but  it  may  be  said  broadly  that  the  question  is 
whether  the  terms  of  the  offer  and  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  is  made  are  such  as  to  give  a  person 
a  right  to  act  upon  it  as  a  real  and  intentional  offer. 


'Stamper  ▼.  Temple,  6  Humph.  290,  and 
see  Higgins  v.  Lessiff,  49111.  (A pp.)  461, 
where  as  to  similar  ntngtiage  as  to  one 
whom  he  suspected  of  having  stolen  an  old 
harness  from  him.  the  court  said:  *'It  was 
indicative  of  a  state  of  excitement  so  out 
•of  proportion  to  the  supposed  cause  of  it 
that  it  should  be  reji^arded  rather  as  the  ex- 
travagant exclamation  of  an  excited  man 
than  as  manifesting  an  intention  to  con- 


u 


tract. 

»  Reif  V.  Page,  55  Wis.  7J1. 

*  McClure  v.  Wilson,  43  111.  856,  60  111. 
366;  Patton  V.  Hassinger,  69  Pa.  St.  811. 
In  a  recent  English  case  the  defendants, 
the  proprietors  of  a  medical  preparation 
-called  Tne  Carbolic  Smoke  Ball,  issued  an 
advertisement  in  which  they  promised  to 
pay  100  pounds  to  any  person  who  con- 
tracted influenza  after  having  used  one  of 
their  smoke  balls  in  a  certain  specified 
manner  and  for  a  certain  specified  period. 
The  plaintiff  sued  for  100  pounds  alleging 
that  on  the  faith  of  the  advertisement  she 
purchased  one  of  the  smoke  balls,  used  it  in 
the  manner  and  for  the  time  specified,  but 
nevertheless  contracted  the  influenza.  It 
was  contended  by  the  defendants  that  this 
was  not  an  offer  at  all  or  at  least  not  one 
that  any  sensible  person  would  take  to  be 
a  bona  fide  offer.    But  all  the  judges  of  the 
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Court  of  Appeals  pointed  out  that  the  ad- 
vertisement contained  this  clause:  **1000 
pounds  is  deposited  in  the  Alliance  Bank, 
Regent  street,  showing  our  sincerity  in  the 
matter,"  and  that  this  must  have  been  for 
the  very  purpose  of  leading  those  who  read 
the  advertisement  to  believe  that  the  de- 
fendants were  serious  in  their  proposal  and 
intended  to  fulfill  their  promne,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Hawkins  saying:  "It  may  be,  that  of 
the  manv  readers  of  the  advertisement  very 
few  of  the  sensible  ones  would  have  enter- 
tained expectations  that  in  the  event  of  the 
smoke  balls  failing  to  act  as  a  preventive 
against  the  disease  the  defendants  had  any 
intention  to  fulfill  their  attractive  and  allur- 
ing promise:  but  it  must  be  remembered 
that  such  advertisements  do  not  appeal  so 
much  to  the  wise  and  thoughtful  as  to  the 
credulous  and  weak  portions  of  the  com- 
munity; and  if  the  vendor  of  an  article, 
whether  it  be  medicine  smoke  or  anything 
else,  with  a  view  to  increase  its  sale  or  use, 
thinks  fit  publicly  to  promise  to  all  who  buy 
or  use  it,  that  to  those  who  shall  not  find  it 
as  efficacious  as  it  is  represented  by  him  to 
be,  be  will  pay  a  substantial  sum  otmoney, 
be  must  not  be  surprised  if  occasionally  he 
is  held  to  his  promise ."  Carlill  v.  Carbolic 
Smoke  Ball  Co.,  L.  R.  Q.  B.  D.  (1898-1898}, 
484,960. 
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§6.     Same  — Statements  of  Intention. 

Of  a  similar  character  are  mere  statements  of  inten- 
tion, though  they  be  accepted  or  acted  upon  by  the 
party  to  whom  they  are  made.^  In  an  English  caae  a 
person,  in  answer  to  a  suitor  for  his  daughter,  wrote: 
<'I  shall  allow  her  the  interest  on  two  thousand  pounds, 
whether  she  remains  single  or  marries.  If  the  latter,  I 
may  bind  myself  to  do  it,  and  pay  the  principal  at  my 
death  to  her  and  her  heirs."  This  was  held  not  to  cre- 
ate a  contract  because  it  did  not  import  an  intention  to 
make  a  binding  promise.^  So  it  was  held  there  was  no 
'Contract  where  a  person  to  whom  a  proposal  was  made 
replied:  ^^I  am  prepared  to  make  the  arrangements 
with  you  on  the  terms  you  name."" 

Here  as  before,  it  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  what 
was  said  was  a  mere  statement  of  intention  or  was  in- 
tended as  a  definite  offer  or  acceptance.^ 

§7.    Same  — Invitations  to  Deal. 

A  mere  invitation  to  d^l  is  not  such  an  offer  as  may 
l)e  turned  into  an  agreement  by  acceptance.  Thus  in 
Moulton  V.  Kershaw,^  A  wrote  to  B :  "We  are  author- 
ized to  offer  Michigan  fine  salt  in  full  car  load  lots  of 
80  to  95  barrels  delivered  in  your  city  at  85  cents  per 
barrel."    B  telegraphed:    "Your  letter    of  yesterday 


1  Weeks  t.  Tybold,  Roll.  Abr.  p.  6;  Kirk- 
scy  V.  Kirkiey,  8  Ala.  181;  Lakeside  Land 
Co.  v.  Dromiroole,  89  Ala.  60S,  7  So.  444; 
Er^in  v.  Erwtn,  95  Ala.  886;  Perkins  v. 
Westcoat.  8  Colo.  App.  888,  88  Pac.  189; 
SUffg  ▼.  Compton,  81  Ind.  171;  Ulrich  ▼. 
Arnold.  120  Pft.  St.  170,  18  All.  831;  Hait- 
-man's  Appeal,  8  Grant  STl;  Miller  ▼.  Mac- 
kay,  104  Pa.  St.  846,  64  Atl.  Rep.  171. 
Statements  of  intention  made  to  third  per- 
sons cannot  be  considered  as  offers.  Kenan 
-v,  Hollowaj.  16  Ala.  68.  60  Am.  Dec.  169; 
Canney  ▼.  South  Pac.,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  68  Gal, 
{01;  Dtmntng  t.  Thomas,  10  Colo.  84,  14 


Pac.  Rep.  40:  Perkins  ▼.  Westcoat,  8  Colo. 
App.  88d,  88  Pac.  Rep.  180;  Crane  v.  Grit- 
ton.  54  Iowa  788,  8  NT  W.  Rep.  70,  7  N.  W. 
Rep.  188;  Morris  ▼.  Briffhtman,  148  Mass. 
140,  0  N.  E.  Rep.  61S. 

>  Randall  v.  Morgan,  Hi  Vesey,  67. 

'  Havens  V.  Ins.  Co.,  11  Ind.  App.  816, 
80  N.  E.  Rep.  40. 

*  Thruston  ▼.  Thornton,  1  Cush.  70;  Hen- 
derson Bridge  Co.  ▼.  McGrath,  134  U.  S. 
960. 

'  60  Wis.  316, 18  N.  W.  Rep.  1T8. 
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received  and  noted.  You  may  ship  me  2,000  barrels  of 
Michigan  fine  salt  ajs  oflfered  in  your  letter."  This  wb& 
held  not  to  make  a  binding  contract,  the  court  saying 
that  the  defendant's  letter  was  only  a  notice  to  those 
dealing  in  salt  that  he  was  in  a  position  to  supply 
that  article  for  the  prices  named,  and  requesting  offers 
from  the  person  or  persons  addressed.^ 

Business  circulars  sent  by  mail  or  distributed  by 
hand  and  advertisements  in  newspapers  of  goods  for 
sale,  fall  under  this  head.  They  are  merely  invitations 
to  trade;  they  go  no  further  than  what  occurs  when 
any  one  asks  another  what  he  will  give  or  take  for  cer- 
tain goods.  Such  inquiries  may  lead  to  agreements, 
but  do  not  make  them.^  So  where  a  person  or  a  corpo- 
ration advertises  for  bidders  for  property  to  be  sold  or 
for  work  to  be  done,  the  advertisement  is  simply  an  in- 
vitation to  make  offers  and  the  advertiser  is  not  bound 
to  accept  the  highest,  the  lowest  or  any  of  the  bids.* 

§8.    Intention  Must  Refer  to  Legal  Relations. 


The  intention  of  the  parties  must  refer  to  legal  rela- 
tions ;  it  must  have  reference  to  the  assumption  of  l^al 
rights  and  duties.     One  may  accept  a  proposal  to  dine 


•  TalbotT.  Pettiffrew,  8Dak.  141,  18  N. 
W.  576;  Smith  v.  Weaver,  90  111.  892;  Pat- 
ton  ▼.  Arney,  95  Iowa  664«  64  N.  w.  636; 
Knight  y.  Coolejr,  84  Iowa  818;  Aahcroft  ▼. 
Butterworth.  186  Mass.  511;  Lincoln  v.  Brie 
Preserving  Co.,  18S  Mass.  189;  Smith  v. 
Gowdy.SAUen  666;  Ahearn  v.  Ayres,  88 
Mich.  692;  Beaupre  v.  Pacific,  etc.,  Tel. 
Co.,  21  Minn.  165;  Hunt  v.  Johnson,  24 
Mo.  509;  James  v.  Marion  Fruit  Jar,  etc., 
Co.,  69  Mo.  App.  207;  Schenectady  Stove 
Co.  V.  Holbrook,  101  N.  Y.  45.  4  N.  B.  4; 
Allen  V.  Kirwin,  160  Pa.  St.  612, 28  Atl.  496; 
Slaymaker  v.  Irwin,  4  Whart.  809;  Martin 
V.  Northwestern  Fuel  Co.,  32  Fed.  606; 
Spencer  v.  Harding,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  561; 
Kinghorne  v.  Montreal  Tel.  Co.,  18  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  60. 

*  Ahearn  V.  Ayres,  88  Mich.  602;  Ash- 
croft  V.  Butterworth,  186  Mass.  611;  Zelt- 
ner  v.  Irwin,  26  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  328,  49  N. 
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Y.  Suppl.  887;  Spencer  v.  Harding,  L.  R. 
6  C.  P.  561;  Walsh  v.  St.  Louis  Ex.  Co.,  90 
Mo.  457, 16  Mo.  (App.)  502.  ''A  booksell- 
er's caulogue.  with  prices  suted  against 
the  names  of  the  books,  would  seem  to  con- 
tain a  number  of  offers.  But  if  the  book- 
seller receives  by  the  same  post  five  or  six 
letters  asking  for  a  particular  book  at  the 
price  named,  to  whom  is  he  bound?  To 
the  man  who  first  posted  his  letter  of  ac- 
ceptance? How  is  tnis  to  be  ascertained? 
The  catalogue  is  clearly  an  invitation  lo  do 
business,  and  not  an  offer.**  Anson, 
Contr.  40. 

« Spencer  v.  Harding,  L.  R.  6  C  P.  661,*^ 
Smith  V.  Mayor,  10  N.  Y.  804;  Sute  v. 
Direaors,  6  Ohio  St.  284;  Agento  v.  San 
Francisco,  16  Cal.  266:  Coguard  v.  School 
District,  46  Mo.  (App.)  6;  Leskie  v.  HazeU 
tine,  156  Pa.  St.  96,  26  Atl.  Rep.  886;  An- 
derson V.  Public  Schools,  122  Mo.  65. 
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with  another  or  to  take  a  walk  or  go  to  a  baseball  match 

with  him,  and  may  even  incur  trouble  and  expense  in 

keeping  the  engagement,  yet  no  action  will  lie  for  the 

breach  of  the  mere  social  engagement.^     The  reason  in 

all  these  cases  is  that  the  promise  was  neither  intended 

nor  understood  to  create  between  the  parties  rights  and 
dnties  enforceable  by  law.* 

§9.    Intention  Must  Be  Serious. 

An  offer  can  not  be  the  foundation  of  an  agreement 
where  it  is  made  or  accepted,  not  with  the  intention  to 
contract,  but  as  a  mere  jest  or  joke.^  Where  a  party 
gave  a  three-hundred-dollar  check  for  a  fifteen-dollar 
watch  by  way  of  mere  frolic  and  banter,  not  expecting 
to  buy  the  watch  and  the  other  not  expecting  to  sell  it, 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  contract  f  and  where  par- 
ties went  through  the  marriage  ceremony  before  a  person 
authorized  to  celebrate  marriages  without  really  in- 
tending to  marry,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  mar- 
riage.* But  a  person  is  not  permitted  to  say  that  he 
was  jesting  if  his  conduct  and  words  would  warrant  a 
reasonable  person  in  believing  that  he  was  serious.* 


•Pollock.  Contr.  2;  Anson,  Contr.  19; 
Brwin  v.  Erwin,  25  Ala.  S86;  Toppings  ▼. 
Swords.  1  E.  D.  Smith  009. 

S  "If  at  a  ball  a  younff  lady  promises  a 
H^entleman  to  dance  with  him,  say  the  sixth 
dance  on  the  profpram,  and  afterward 
dances  it  with  someone  else,  no  one  would 
suppose  that  he  could  sue  her  for  breach  of 
contract.  So  if  A  agrees  to  join  B  to- 
morrow at  a  certain  hour  to  uke  a  bicycle 
ride  together,  this  is  not  a  promise  creatinfc 
a  contract.  So  if  in  the  playing  of  a  char- 
ade a  man  and  a  woman  g^o  through  the 
form  of  a  bethrothal  there  is  no  promise 
creating  a  contract  so  as  to  furnish  the 
foundation  for  an  action  of  breach  of  prom- 
ise of  marriage.  The  reason  in  each  ease 
b  that  the  promise  in  question  was  neither 
intended  nor  understood  to  create  between 


them  rights  or  duties  enforceable  by  law. 
It  is  only  those  promises  which  as  between 
the  parties  to  them  create  or  alter  rights 
and  duties,  which  the  law  treats  as  of  bind- 
ing obligation,  that  constitute  contracts." 
Wald  (G.  H.)  Lecture  Introductory  to  the 
Study  of  the  Law  of  Contract,  Cincinnati 
1896. 

^  Theiss  v.  Weiss,  166  Pa.  St.  9,  HI  Atl. 
Rep.  63;  Armstrong  v.  McGhee,Add.  (Pa.) 
261;  Bruce  v.  Bishop.  48  Vt.  161. 

tKellerv.Holderman.il  Mich.  S48,  83 
Am.  Dec.  787. 

•McClung  V.  Terry,  81  N.  J.   (Eq.)  826. 

«McKenzie  v.  Stretch.  58  III.  (App.)  154 
Plate  V.   Durst,  48  W.  Va.   68,  8t  S.  E. 
Rep.  580. 
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THE  AGBEEMENT. 


[PARTI- 


§10.    Preliminary  Negotiations. 

Where  parties  are  merely  negotiating  as  to  the  terms 
of  an  agreement  to  be  entered  into  between  them,  there 
is  no  meeting  of  minds  while  such  agreement  is  incom- 
plete. Thus  where  they  intend  that  their  verbal  nego- 
tiations ^all  be  reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by  them, 
as  the  evidence  of  the  terms  of  their  agreement,  there  i& 
nothing  binding  on  them  until  the  writing  is  executed.^ 
An  agreement  is  very  often  made  by  correspondence,, 
but  care  must  be  taken  hot  to  construe  as  an  agreement 
letters  which  the  parties  intended  only  as  a  preliminary 
negotiation.  The  question  in  such  cases  always  is,  did 
they  mean  to  contract  by  their  correspondence^  or  were 
they  only  settling  the  terms  of  an  agreement  into  which 
they  proposed  to  enter  after  all  its  particulars  were  ad- 
justed, which  was  then  to  be  formally  drawn  up  and  by 
which  alone  they  designed  to  be  bound.* 

§11.     Certainty  Required. 

a 

The  promise  must  be  certain  in  its  terms,  and  not  so 
indefinite  and  illusory  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  say 
just  what  was  promised.*  Therefore,  where  A  bought 
a  horse  from  B,  promising  that  "if  the  horse  was  lucky 
to  him,  he  would  give  J25  more  or  the  buying  of  another 


^  Hammon  ▼.  Winchester,  82  Ala.  470,  8 
South.  Rep.  892;  Spinney  v.  Downinfif,  106 
Cal,  666, 41  Pac.  Rep.  797:  Crittenden  v. 
Armour,  80  Iowa  231,  45  N.  W.  Rep.  888: 
Mississippi,  etc..  Steamship  Co.  v.  Swift, 
86  Me.  'MS,  29  Atl.  Rep.  1063,  41  Am.  St. 
Rep.  546;  Edge  Moor  Bridge  Works  v. 
Bristol  County,  170  Mass.  cSs,  49  N.  E. 
Rep.  918;  Whiteford  v.  Hitchcock,  74 
Mich.  206. 41  N.  W.  Rep.  898:  Gates  v. 
Nelles,  62  Mich.  444,  29  N.  W.  Rep.  78; 
Shepard  v.  Carpenter,  64  Minn.  168,  56  N. 
W.  Rep.  906;  Gullich  v.  Alford,  61  Miss. 
224;  Eads  v.  Carondelet.  4si  Mo.  118;  Meth- 
udy  V.  Ross,  10  Mo.  App.  101 ;  Bourne  v. 
Shapleiffh,9  Mo.  App.  64;  Shaw  v.  Wood- 
bury Glass  Works,  62  N.  J.  L.  7,  18  Atl. 
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Rep.  696:  Sanders  v.  Pottlizer  Bros.  Fruii 
Co.,  144  N.  Y.  909,  89  N.  E.  Rep.  75. 43  Am. 
St.  Rep.  767;  Schenectady  Stove  Co.  v. 
Holbrook,  101  N.  Y.  45,  4  N.  E.  Rep.  4. 

2  Lyman  v.  Robinson,  14  Allen  342;  Stro- 
bridj^e  Lithographing  Co.  v.  Randall,  78 
Fed.  Rep.  619,  622. 

^Bauman  v.  Binzen,  16  N.  Y.  S.  S42: 
Woods  V.  Evans,  118  111.  186,  56  Am.  Rep. 
419:  Adams  v.  Adams,  26  Ala.  278;  Davie 
V.  Lumberman's  Co.,  92  Mich.  491;  Erwin 
V.  Erwin,  25  Ala.  286;  Gelston  v.  Sigmuod, 
27  Md.  844;  Wall's  App.,  Ill  Pa,  St.  460, 56 
Am.  Rep.  258;  Jones  v.  Durgin,  16  Mo. 
(App.)  870. 


CH.  I.] 


THE  AGBEEMENT. 


§  12 


hopse,"  it  was  held  that  this  was  too  loose  and  vague  to 
be  considered  in  a  court  of  law.*  So  where  A  promised 
B  that  if  she^  a  single  woman,  would  live  with  him 
until  her  marriage,  he  would  give  her  one  hundred  acres 
of  land,  without  any  reference  to  locality  or  value,  it 
was  held  void  for  uncertainty.*  Where  an  employer 
engages  a  servant,  promising  to  give  him  such  remun- 
eration as  he,  the  employer,  shall  think  right,  there  is 
no  legal  liability  to  pay  anything.^  A  promise  by  a 
school  trustee  to  a  teacher  to  pay  "good  wages"  was 
held  too  indefinite  to  found  an  action  upon,^  as  was  a 
stipulation  in  a  contract  that  it  might  be  canceled  by 
either  party  for  "good  cause.  "^ 

Persons  must  make  their  own  agreement  and  not 
leave  it  to  the  courts  to  make  one  for  them  from  the 
language  they  have  used. 

An  agreement,  however,  will  not  .be  considered  un- 
certain if  the  court  can  see  what  the  parties  intended* 
Absolute  certainty  is  not  required,  for  that  is  certain 
which  may  be  rendered  certain,  according  to  the  maxim 
id  certum  est  qvod  certum  reddi  potest  J 

§12.    Intention  Must  Be  Commumcated. 


The  intention  of  the  parties  must  be  communicated,, 
for  one's  intention  can  be  ascertained  by  another  only 
by  means  of  outward  expressions,  as  words  and  acts.^ 


SGathing  v.  Linn,  2  B.  &  Ad.  882;  Burks 
V.  Stam,  05  Mo.  (App.)  48S. 
t  Sherman  v.  Kitsmiller,17Serg.  &  R.  46. 

« Taylor  ▼.  Brewer,  1  Maule  &  S.  290; 
Roberu  ▼.  Smith,  4  Hurl.  &  N.  815,  28  L. 
J:  Ex.  164;  Parker  v.  Ibbetson,  4  Com.  B. 
[N.  S.3  846,  87  L.  J.  Com.  P.  286. 

»  Palrplay  School  Tp.  v.  0*Neil,  127  Ind. 
96,  86  N,  E.  Rep.  686. 

•  Cummer  v.  Butu,  40  Mich.  822, 20  Am. 
Rc».  680.  A  written  agreement  may  be 
▼Old  for  uncertainty  because  of  blanks  left 
therein,  or  failure  to  name  the  parties,  or 
because  It  is  so  misspelled  or  ungrammati- 
cal.  etc..  that  it  has  no  meamng  at  all. 


Chumasero  ▼.  Gilbert,  24  III.  203;  Atkins  v 
Van  Buren  School  Tp.,  77  Ind.  447;  Shcp 
ard  V.  Carpenter,  64  Minn.  153,  55  N.  W 
Rep.  906. 

'  Einshweler  v.  Tymer,  64  Ohio  St.  214, 
44  N.  B.  Rep.  84;  Caldwell  v.  School  Dist., 
56  Fed.  Rep.  872;  Huse  Ice  Co.  v.  Heinze, 
108  Mo.  241. 

■Troustine  v.  Sellers,  85  Kan.  447.  It 
Pac.  Rep.  441;  Haubelt  v.  Rea,  etc.,  Mill 
Co.,  77  Mo.  App.  678;  Canvas  v.  Rumsey 
Mfg.  Co.,  87  Mo.  App.  207;  Lancaster  v. 
Elliott,  28  Mo.  App.  86;  Prescott  v.  Jones, 
60  N.  H.  305,  41  Atl.  Rep.  852;  James  ▼. 
Marion  Fruit  Jar  Co.,  69  Mo.  (App.)  207. 
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i  13  THE  AGREEMENT.  [PART  I. 

Even  telling  an  intention  to  a  third  person  is  of  no 
more  effect  than  noting  it  in  one's  memorandum  book, 
which  is  no  more  than  though  it  existed  solely  in  one's 
mind.*  The  communication  is  absolutely  essential  both 
as  to  the  offer  and  the  acceptance.' 

But  if  the  intention  is  communicated  the  mode  is  im- 
material.  It  may  be  by  mail,  by  telegraph,  by  special 
messenger  or  the  like,  as  well  as  by  words  written 
or  spoken  or  the  acts  or  conduct  of  the  one  who  makes 
it.-* 

§13.    Representation  on  Which  Another  Acts. 

— Estoppel. 

A  representation  concerning  a  matter  of  fact  may  be 
made  to  another,  without  any  expressed  or  intended 
warranty  of  the  truth,  yet  with  the  intention  of  induc- 
ing him  to  act  upon  it  ,•  and  if  the  latter  do  act  upon  it, 
and  suffer  loss  by  reason  of  it  not  being  true,  the  party 
making  the  representation  may  be  held  responsible  in 
law  for  the  consequences ;  or  he  may  be  estopped  from 
denying  the  truth  of  the  representation.* 

"Where  a  person  makes  to  another  the  representation,  'I  take 
upon  myself  to  say  such  and  such  things  do  exist/  and  the  other 
man  does  really  act  upon  that  basis,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  of 
the  very  essence  of  justice  that  between  these  two  parties  their 
rights  should  be  regulated,  not  by  the  real  state  of  facts,  but  by 
that  conventional  state  of  facts  which  the  two  parties  agree  to  make 
the  basis  of  their  action."* 

^l?"".*-?^",'  ^.^  I?  Browne  v.  Hare,  8  H.        812;  Perry  v.  Iron  Co.,  15  R.  I.  12,  2  Am. 
^  N.  484, 27  L.  J.  Exch.  872.  St.  Rep.  908.  I 

»  Post,  §§  21,28.  '  Lawion,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  2S26.  ^ 

<  Howard  V.  Daly.   61  N.  Y.  862;  Trevor  "Lord    Blackburn,   in    Burkinahaw    v. 

V.    Wood,   86    N.    v.    307;   Schombergr  v.  NicoUs.  86  L.  T.   Rep.,  N.  S.  812:  8  App. 

Cheney,  6  Thomp.  &  C.  200;  Fox  v.  Turner,  Cas.  1026. 
1  111.  (App.)  168;  Duble  v.  Batts,  38  Tex. 
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§14.    Agreement  Restilts  from  Offer  and  Aoceptwnce. 


Every  agreement  must  necessarily  result  from  an 
offer  or  proposal  on  the  one  side  and  an  acceptance  on 
the  other.^  Sometimes  they  are  by  word%  sometimes 
by  acts^  sometimes  by  both  words  and  acts.^ 

To  illustrate : 

(a)  At  a  sale  by  auction  each  bid  is  an  offer  of  a  price 
for  the  article  put  up  for  sale,  which  bids  are  succeas- 
iyely  made  until  one  is  accepted  by  the  fall  of  the  ham- 
mer, when  the  agreement  is  completa^ 

(b)  The  time-tables  published  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany are  an  offer  made  to  all  persons  who  apply  for 
carriage  that  the  trains  will  run  as  advertised.^ 

(c)  The  publication  of  an  advertisement  of  a  rewajrd 
for  information,  respecting  a  loss  or  a  crime,  or  an  oral 
announcement  to  the  same  effect,  is  an  offer  to  any 
person  who  is  able  to  give  the  information  asked,  and  on 
its  acceptance  by  giving  the  information  the  agreement 
is  complete.* 

(d)  The  sending  of  an  order  to  a  merchant  or  manu- 
facturer is  an  offer  to  purchase  and  the  sending  of  the 
goods  is  an  acceptance  of  the  offer  and  creates  a  con- 
tract of  sala® 

(e)  An  agreement  by  B  to  sell  A  his  farm  for  f  5,000, 
must  be  the  result  of  an  offer  by  B  to  sell  it  for  that 
price  and  an  acceptance  by  A  or  an  offer  by  A  to  give 
that  sum  for  it  and  an  acceptance  by  B.''' 


» White  V.  Corlles,  46  N.  Y.  467;  Connor 
▼.  Renneker,  26  S.  C.  514. 

*Cnx>k  ▼.  Cowan,  64  N.  C.  768:  Foffg  v. 
Portsmoatb  Athenenm,  44  N.  H.  116,  82 
Am.  Dec.  191. 

"Lawaon,  Riffbts,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §812; 
Payne  ▼.  Cave,  1  Term.  Rep.  148;  Ives  v, 
Tregent,  29  Mich.  390. 

«  Uwaon.  Rightt,  Rem.  ft  Pr.,  §  1886; 
Denton  ▼.  Great  North.  R.  Co.,  6  E.  &  B. 
MO;  Sears  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Allen  488,  92 
Am.  Dec.  780. 


•Lawaon,  Rig^hts,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §2280; 
Williams  v.  Cawardine,  4  B.  and  Ad.  681; 
Reif  V.  Pafire,  56  Wis.  476,  48  Am.  Rep.  781; 
Ryer  v.  Stockwell,  14  Cal.  184,  78  Am.  Dec. 
684;  Janvrin  v.  Exeter,  48  N.  H.  83,  2  Am. 
Rep.  186;  Hayden  v.  Sous^er,  66  Ind.  42, 26 
Am.  Rep.  1. 

*  Harvey  v.  Johnson,  6  C.  B.  206;  Briffsrs 
V.  Sizer,  80  N.  V.  662;  Dent  v.  Steamshtp 
Co.,  49  N.  Y.  870;  Crook  V.  Cowan,  64  N. 
C.  748. 


">  Anson,  Contr.,  11. 
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(f )  The  purchase  of  a  book  or  a  basket  of  fruit  or 
any  other  article  displayed  for  sale  in  a  store  is  the  re- 
sult of  the  displaying  his  wares  by  the  storekeeper,  who 
says  in  act  though  not  in  word,  "Will  you  buy  my  goods 
at  my  price?"  and  the  customer,  taking  up  the  article 
with  his  cognizance,  says,  "I  will."® 

(g)  The  entering  a  street  car  and  riding  in  it 
amounts  to  an  agreement  to  carry  on  the  usual  route 
for  the  usual  fare  by  the  carrier  and  an  agreement  to 
pay  the  usual  fare  by  the  passenger,  because  the  presr 
ence  of  the  street  car  is  a  constant  oflfer  by  the  company 
to  i>erform  such  service  upon  its  usual  terms,  and  the 
man  who  enters  the  car  accepts  the  olBfer  and  agrees  to 
pay  the  usual  fare  for  the  service® 

(h)     A  person  who  takes  a  seat  at  the  dining  table 
of  a  hotel  offers  to  take  a  meal  for  the  usual  price  ^ 
charged  to  guests^  and  the  proprietor  accepts  the  pro-  • 
posal  by  furnishing  the  meal.^^  4) 

(i)  A  man  with  the  full  knowledge  of  another  does 
work  for  him,  the  latter  knowing  that  he  expects  to  be 
paid  for  it;  the  doing  the  work  is  a  proposal  and  the 
receiving  the  service  without  dissent  is  the  acceptance.^  ^ 

(j)  A  offers  B  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum  of  money 
on  a  future  day  if  B  will  promise  to  perform  certain 
services  for  him  before  that  day.  When  B  makes  the 
promise  asked  for  he  accepts  the  promise  offered,  and 
both  parties  are  bound,  the  one  to  do  the  work,  the 
other  to  allow  him  to  do  it  and  to  make  the  payment 

(k)  A  sends  goods  to  B's  house  and  B  accepts  or 
uses  the  goods ;  B  is  liable  on  an  implied  contract  to  pay 

8  Anson,  Contr.,  11.    *'If  I  take  up  wares  **  Benj.,  Princ.  of  Contr.,  18.' 

from  a  tradesman  without  any  agreement  ii  w.    DeWolf  v.  Cbicaffo,  86  III.  448- 

of  price,  the  law  concludes  that  I  contract-  Huck  v.  Flcntye.  80  111,  98^  Day  v.  Caton.' 

ed  to  pay  their  real  value."  S  Black.  Com.  ^9  Mass.  618:  fttinter  v.  Rkchey,  48  Mo. 

W.  (App.)  111. 

*  Anson,  Contr.,  18. 
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what  the  goods  are  worth.  The  olBfer  is  made  by  send- 
ing the  goods,  the  acceptance  by  their  use  or  consump- 
tion, which  is  in  fact  a  promise  to  pay  their  price. 

(1)  A  requests  B  to  w^ork  for  him  for  hire.  On  B 
going  to  work  as  requested,  the  offer  is  accepted  unless 
A  had  prescribed  in  his  offer  some  particular  form  of 
acceptance.  Or  A  writes  to  B  olBfering  to  reimburse 
him  if  he  will  pay  the  taxes  on  certain  land.  B  pays 
the  taxea     This  is  a  sufficient  acceptance  of  the  oflEer.*^ 

Prom  these  examples  it  will  be  seen  that  a  proposal 
may  assume  two  forms,  the  offer  of  a  promise  and  the 
offer  of  an  act,  and  that  acceptance  may  assume  tuoo 
forms  also,  the  giving  of  a  promise  or  the  doing  of  a/n 
act.  And  that  therefore  an  agreement  may  arise  in 
three  ways,  viz.:  (1)  In  the  offer  of  an  act  for  a 
promise,  as  in  illustrations  (f),  (g),  (i),  (k).  (2)  In 
the  offer  of  a  promise  for  an  act,  as  in  illustrations  (c), 
(d),  (h),  (1).  (3)  In  the  offer  of  a  promise  for  a 
promise,  as  in  illustrations  (a),  (b),  (e),  (j). 

§15.    Acceptance  by  Assent 

The  simplest  form  of  offer  and  acceptance,  viz.,  the 
offer  of  a  promise  and  its  acceptance  by  simple  assent, 
is  not  applicable  to  the  law  of  contracts  except  in  the 
single  case  of  contracts  under  seal.  The  reason  is  that 
in  our  law  no  promise,  which  is  not  under  seal,  is  bind- 
ing unless  the  promisor,  obtains  some  benefit  in  return 
for  his  promise,  and  this  benefit  is  called  ^^considera- 
tion/'* Therefore  if  a  man  says  to  another  "I  will  give 
yon  flOO,'*  or  "I  will  do  such  and  such  a  thing  for  you," 
the  other  by  simply  assenting  to  the  proposal  without 


^  Allen  T.  Cbootcao,  lOB  Mo.  308;  Agri-  ^  See  post  cap.  IV. 

Oiltvn]  Sec.  t.  Bromfield,  102  Ind.  146. 
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doing  something  in  return  for  the  promise  can  not  cre- 
ate a  binding  contract.  But  if  A  promises  B  under  seal 
that  he  will  do  a  certain  act  or  pay  a  certain  sum^  when 
B  has  assented  to  the  proposal  both  are  bound^  and 
there  is  a  contract.  Until  he  has  assented  there  is  an 
offer,  which  is  irrevocable  so  far  as  A  is  concerned,* 
owing  to  the  particular  form  in  which  it  was  made, 
though  it  can  not  bind  B  until  he  has  assented  to  it. 
For  a  man  can  not  be  forced  to  accept  a  benefit,  though 
acceptance  is  sometimes  presumed  when  the  thing  is 
clearly  for  his  benefit.^ 

§16.    Acceptance  by  Promise. 

An  offer  may  be  accepted  by  giving  a  promise,  as 
where  a  person  offers  to  pay  another  a  certain  sum  if 
he  will  do  something  for  him  on  a  future  day,  and  the 
other  accepts  by  promising  to  do  so  according  to  the 
conditions  of  the  offer.  The  promise  may  be  either  ex- 
press or  implied.  It  is  express  where  it  is  proved  by 
what  the  offeree  said ;  and  implied  where  it  is  proved 
that  he  so  acted  as  to  raise  an  inference  that  he  had 
made  the  promise  alleged.  If,  for  example,  a  person 
sends  goods  to  another,  and  the  latter  uses  the  goods,  or 
deals  with  them  as  his,  he  will  be  liable  on  an  implied 
promise  to  pay  what  the  goods  are  worth,  unless  he  had 
a  right  to  suppose,  and  did  suppose,  that  a  gift  was 
intended.  The  acceptance  by  their  use  raises  an  implied 
promise  to  pay  for  them.^ 

§17.    Acceptance  hy  Act. 

Where  the  offer  is  made  conditional  on  the  offeree 
doing  something,  the  doing  of  the  thing  required  com- 

SQ'Brien  v.  Boland,  i66  Mass.  481,  44  sLawsoa,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §2276. 

N.  S.  Rep.   60a;  McMillan  v.  Ames.   88  'Seeoost  S  40  ^1 

Minn.  2W.  k^   »  » 
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pletes  the  agreement.  In  Train  v.  GotUd/  a  promise 
of  the  defendant  tp  indemnify  the  plaintilBf  if  he  exe- 
cuted a  writ  which  he  held  as  sheriff  was  decided  to  be 
binding  on  proof  that  the  levy  had  been  made  and  re- 
^turned,  although  the  plaintiff  did  not  signify  his  inten- 
tion to  accept  or  act  under  the  promise,  the  only  mani- 
festation of  his  assent  being  the  doing  of  the  act  re- 
quired« 

"If,"  said  Wilde,  J.,  "A  promises  B  to  pay  him  a  sum  of  money 
if  he  wiU  do  a  particular  act,  and  B  does  it  the  promise  thereupon 
becomeB  binding,  although  B  at  the  time  of  the  promise  does  not 
engage  to  do  the  act  In  the  intermediate  time  the  obligation  is 
inert  or  the  promise  suspended,  and  until  the  performance  of  the 
condition  there  is  no  consideration  and  the  promise  is  nudum  poo- 
turn;  bat  on  the  performance  of  the  condition  by  the  promisee  it  is 
dotbed  with  a  valid  consideration  which  relates  back  to  the  promise, 
and  it  then  became  obligatory.  So  if  a  reward  be  offered  for  the 
apprehension  of  a  culprit  or  for  the  doing  of  any  other  lawful  act, 
the  promise  when  made  is  nudum  pactum  but  when  any  one  rely- 
ing up  the  promised  reward  performs  the  condition  this  is  a  good 
consideration  for  the  previous  promise  and  it  thereupon  becomes 
binding  on  the  promisor." 

§18.    Acceptance  hy  Silence. 

Where  conduct  is  relied  upon  as  constituting  accept- 
ance it  must  be  something  more  than  mere  silence^  it 
must  be  silence  under  such  circumstances  as  to  amount 
to  acquiescence.  Thus  consent  could  by  no  method  of 
reasoning  be  presumed  from  silence  when  the  offer  is 
not  communicated  to  the  party  to  whom  it  was  intended 
to  be  made.^  Nor  could  a  person  make  another  a  pur- 
chaser in  spite  of  himself  by  sending  goods  to  him,  and 
demanding  the  price  if  the  latter  did  not  go  to  the 
trouble  and  expense  of  returning  them  and  telling  him 


*5Pick.  ao.  <  See  post,  §21. 
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he  did  pot  want  them.*  So  an  offer  either  by  word  of 
month  or  in  writing  can  not  be  tnrned  into  an  agree- 
ment simply  because  the  person  to  whom  it  was  made 
or  sent  made  no  reply,^  and  this  even  though  the  offer 
states  that  silence  will  be  taken  as  consent,  for  the 
offerer  can  not  prescribe  conditions  of  rejection  so  as 
to  turn  silence  on  the  part  of  the  offeree  into  accept- 
ance.^ In  Felthouse  v.  Bindley^  an  uncle  offered  by 
letter  to  buy  his  nephew's  horse  for  £30  15s.,  adding,  "if 
I  hear  no  more  about  him  I  consider  the  horse  is  mine 
at  £30  15s."  No  answer  was  returned  to  the  letter, 
and  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  contract.  Circum- 
stances may  exist  which  will  impose  a  contractual  ob- 
ligation by  mere  silence,  but  such  circumstances  are 
exceptional  and  rare;  and  no  l^al  liability  can  arise 
out  of  the  silence  of  the  party  sought  to  be  affected, 
unless  he  was  subject  to  a  duty  of  speech  which  was 
n^lected  to  the  injury  of  the  other  party .* 

§19.    Acceptance  hy  Signing  Pa/per. 

Where  a  person  signs  a  document  he  is  not  permitted 
to  show  that  he  did  not  know  its  terms  and,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud,  will  be  bound  by  all  its  provisions.^ 
Therefore  when  an  action  is  brought  on  a  written  agree- 
ment which  is  signed  by  the  defendant,  the  agreement 
is  proved  by  proving  his  signature^  and,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  it  is  wholly  immaterial  that  he  has  not  read 
the  agreement  and  does  not  know  its  contents.*     Again 


*  Hobbfl  V.  MassaBoit  Whip  Co.  J58  Mass.  *  Prescott  v.  Jones,  69  N.  H.  306,  41  Atl. 

194,  88  N.  E.  Rep.  495;    Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rep.  868. 

BeattY,  119  Pa^L  6,  12  All.    Rep    607.  4  .  ^  c.  B.  (N.  S.)  898. 

Am.  St.  Rep.  822;  Orcutt  v.  Roxbury,  17  ._       ,  r      r-         » 

Vt.  6S4.                                                     •  Royal  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Beatty,  supra. 

»  Slaymaker  v.  Irwin,  4  Whart.  889;  Ray-  J  Galthw-  ▼  Dou^hertv,  W  Ky  709,  88  S. 

sor  V.Berkeley  County  R.     Co.,    26  8.  W.  Rep.  8-  Barber  v.  Brooks,  18  La.  458; 

C,  810,  8  S.  E.  Rep.  119;  Titcomb  v.  U.  S.  P*»clP«  ▼•  Clasen,  Woolw.  904. 

14  Ct.  Cl.  888.  »  Parker  v.  R.  Co.,  2  C.  P.  D.  416. 
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the  parties  may  reduce  their  agreement  to  writing  so 
that  the  writing  constitutes  the  sole  evidence  of  the 
agreement  without  signing  it ;  and  here  of  course  there 
must  be  evidence  outside  the  agreement  itself  to  prove 
that  the  parties  have  assented  to  it;  but  if  this  assent 
be  proved,  then  it  is  immaterial  that  one  of  the  parties 
had  not  read  the  agreement  and  did  not  know  its  con- 
tents. 

§20.    Acceptance  by  Accepting  Pa/per. 

"A  great  number  of  contracts  are  in  the  present  state  of  society 
made  by  the  delivery  by  one  of  the  contracting  parties  to  the  other 
of  a  document  in  a  common  form  stating  the  terms  on  which  the 
person  deliyering  It  will  enter  into  the  proposed  contract.  Such  a 
form  constitutes  the  offer  of  the  party  who  tenders  it.  If  the  form 
is  accepted  without  objection  by  the  person  to  whom  it  is  tendered 
this  person  is  as  a  general  rule  bound  by  its  contents  and  his  act 
amounts  to  an  acceptance  of  the  offer  made  to  him,  whether  he 
reads  the  document  or  otherwise  informs  himself  of  its  contents 
or  not"» 

This  has  been  frequently  held  in  the  case  of  bills  of 
lading  and  receipts  issued  by  express  companies  and 
telegraph  blanks,^  because  persons  are  presumed  to  un- 
derstand that  such  well-known  documents  contain  the 
terms  of  the  offer,^  while  on  the  other  hand,  ordinary 
railroad  tickets,  baggage  checks  or  receipts  of  a  similar 
character,  have  been  held  not  to  bind  the  receiver  to  the 
conditions  printed  on  them,  for  the  reason  that  he  may 
reasonably  have  supposed  that  they  contained  no  special 
terms  but  were  simply  to  identify  himself  or  his  prop- 
erty.* 


i Stephen,  J.,  in  Watkins  ▼.  Rymal,  10  Q. 
B.  0. 17B. 

>Lawaon,  Bail.,  §  147. 

>**It  is  quite  ponible  that  a  person  who 
is  neither  a  man  of  business  nor  a  lawyer 
miirbt  on  some  panicular  occasion  snip 
goods  without  the  least  knowledge  of  what 
a  bill  of  lading  was,  but  such  a  person  must 


bear  the  consequences  of  bis  own  except- 
ional ignorance,  it  being  plainly  impossible 
that  business  could  be  carried  on  if  every 
person  who  delivers  a  bill  of  lading  had  to 
stop  to  explain  what  a  bill  of  lading  was." 
Melllsh,  L.  J.,  in  Parker  v.  R.  Co.,  %  C.  P. 
D.  425. 


«Law8on,  Bail.,  §§  150,  240. 
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§21.     Communication  of  Offer. 

Whether  the  olBfer  be  by  (a)  acts  or  by  (b)  words  it 
is  essential  that  the  offer  be  communicated.^ 

(a)  If  A  does  work  for  B  without  B's  request  or 
knowledge,  B  can  not  be  held  liable  to  pay  for  it,  because 
here  it  is  clear  that  A  has  not  communicated  his  offer 
to  do  the  work  to  B  and  a  man  ought  not  justly  to  be 
forced  to  pay  for  what  he  has  no  opportunity  to  re- 
ject^ In  Bartholomew  v.  Jackson,^  a  farmer,  seeing  his 
neighbor's  stack  of  wheat  in  danger  of  fire,  took  upon 
himself  to  remove  it  to  a  safe  place,  and  then  sued  for  his 
services.  But  it  was  ruled  that  as  the  offer  to  remove  the 
stack  was  never  communicated  to  the  defendant  there 
was  no  contract  on  which  he  could  be  held.  In  Taylor 
V.  Laird/  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been  engaged  to  com- 
mand the  defendant's  ship,  threw  up  his  command  in 
the  course  of  the  expedition  but  helped  to  work  the  ves- 
sel home,  and  then  claimed  reward  for  services  thus 
rendered.  It  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover.  Evi- 
dence of  a  recognition  or  acceptance  of  services  may  be 
sufficient  to  show  an  implied  contract  to  pay  for  them, 
if  at  the  time  the  defendant  had  power  to  accept  or  re- 
fuse the  services.  But  in  this  case  the  defendant  never 
had  the  option  of  accepting  or  refusing  the  services 
while  they  were  being  rendered,  and  did  in  fact  repu- 
diate them  when  he  became  aware  of  them.  The  plain- 
tiff's offer,  being  uncommunicated,  did  not  admit  of 
.  acceptance,  and  could  give  him  no  rights  against  the 
party  to  whom  it  was  addressed. 

lAnte,  §4.  V.  Kansas  City,  81  Mo.  187:  Chadwick  v. 

« Boston  V.  Dist.  of  Columbia,  19  Ct.  of  Knox  31  N.  H.  g6,  44  Am.  Dec.  829;  Force 

CI.  81;  Seals  v.  Edmonson,  78  Ala.  295,  49  ^-  ^^^^^a  ^^  Jl;  l\  ]-•  ^  Mumford  v. 

Am.  kep.  61;  Davis  v.  Breon,  1  Ariz.  2*0,  Brown.  6  Cow.  478, 16  Am.  Dec.  440. 
25  Pac.  Rep.  537:  Nagle  v.  McMurray,  84  »20  Johns.  88;  11  Am.  Dec. 287. 

Cal.  689,  24  Pac.  Rep.  107;    Mann  v.   Far-  40B  t    t   r,    ^SQ 

num.  17  Colo.  427,  80  Pac.  Rep.  382;  Holmes  »  1-.  j.  m-  3W. 
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(b)  If  A  promises  to  do  something  if  B  will  da 
something  and  B  does  the  Bjct  in  ignorance  of  the  offer^ 
he  can  not  claim  i>erformance  of  the  promise,  for  the 
offer  was  not  communicated  to  him  when  he  accepted 
it  by  doing  the  act.*^  In  Fitch  v.  Snedeker,^  the  defend- 
ant had  published  a  notice  offering  a  reward  of  f 200 
to  any  person  who  would  give  information  leading  to 
the  apprehension  and  conviction  of  the  person  or  per- 
sons guilty  of  the  murder  of  a  certain  female.  Through 
the  efforts  of  the  plaintiff  one  F  was  arrested  and  con- 
victed but  it  appeared  that  he  had  done  so  not  knowing^ 
of  the  reward  or  before  it  was  offered.  The  court  held 
that  there  was  no  agreement,  saying : 


«r 


'To  the  existence  of  a  contract  there  must  be  mutual  assent  or  In 
another  form  offer  and  consent  to  the  offer.  The  motive  inducing 
consent  may  be  immaterial  but  the  consent  is  vital.  How  can  there 
be  consent  or  assent  to  that  of  which  the  party  has  never  heard  ?"^ 


§22.    Acceptance  of  Offer  — By  Whom. 


A  particular  offer,  t.  e.,  one  made  to  a  specified  person 


sBall  ▼.  Newton,  7  Cu8h.  509. 

«88  N.  Y.  242. 

''See  in  accord  with  this  case:  WilliamB 
T.  West  Chicago  St.  R.  Co.,  191  111.  610,  61 
N.  E.  Rep.  456,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  278; 
Stamper  ▼.  Temple,  6  Humph.  113,  44  Am. 
Dec.  896;  Hewitt  v,  Anderson,  66  Cal.  476, 
38  Am.  Rep.  66.  There  are  opinions  to  the 
contrary.  Some  of  these  admit  that  they 
are  contrary  to  principle,  but  think  that  it 
is  in  furtherance  of  public  policy  to  allow 
rewards  for  the  recovery  of  property  or 
the  apprehension  of  a  criminal,  to  be  re- 
coverable where  the  plaintiff  did  not  know 
of  it  at  the  time  of  rendering  the  service. 
Others  are  based  on  the  old  English  case  of 
Williams  v.   Carwardine,-  4  B.  &  Ad.  621, 


which  they  misunderstand.  Here  the  plain 
tiff  ^ave  information  as  to  a  murder  ''be 
lievmg  that  she  had  not  \ontt  to  live,  and 
to  ease  her  conscience."  Afterwards,  she 
recovered  and  sued  for  the  reward,  and 
was  held  entitled  to  recover.  It  was  not 
objected  to  the  recovery  that  she  did  not 
know  of  the  offer  when  she  gave  the  in- 
formation (for  the  report  is  silent  as  to  her 
knowledge  of  it),  but  that  the  reward  was 
not  the  motive  for  her  act.  The  court  held 
simply  that  the  motive  was  immaterial. 
Eagle  V.  Smith,  4  Houst.  293;  Dawkins  v. 
Sappinffton.  26  Ind.  199;  Auditor  v.  Bal. 
lard,  9  Bush  572, 16  Am.  Rep.  788;  RusselV 
V.  Stewart,  44  Vt.  170. 
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can  not  be  ax!cepted  by  any  one  but  him.*  Thus  an  offer 
by  A  to  sell  to  B  can  not  be  accepted  by  C,  so  as  to 
establish  an  agreement  with  A.^  And  such  an  offer  is 
not  assignable.^ 

But  an  offer  may  be  general,  and  then  it  may  be 
accepted  by  any  one,  as  where  a  carrier  advertises  that 
he  will  run  his  vehicles  at  certain  hours,*  where  a  per- 
son offers  a  prize  for  a  design  for  a  public  building,* 
or  a  bonus  to  any  one  who  will  make  a  certain  improve- 
ment,® or  where  a  bank  advertises  that  it  will  redeem 
all  bills  of  a  certain  class  presented  to  it,*^  or  in  the 
very  common  case  of  the  offer  of  a  reward  for  the  re- 
covery of  property  or  the  arrest  of  a  criminal  f  though 
as  said  by  Pollock :  "We  have  no  special  term  of  art 
for  the  proposal  thus  made  by  way  of  general  request 
or  invitation  to  all  men  to  whose  knowledge  it  comes.*^ 

Such  offers,  made  to  an  unascertained  person  or  per- 
sons, cannot  be  turned  into  an  agreement  until  they 
have  been  accepted  by  an  ascertained  person,  but  as 
soon  as  there  is  an  acceptance  by  a  person  within  the 
offer  there  is  a  binding  agreement.*® 


iSchmaling  v.  Tholmlinaon,  1  Marmh 
500,  6  Taunt.  147:  Boston  Ice  Co.  v.  Potter, 
123  Maas.  88,  36  Am.  Rep.  9;  Quincy  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hall,  101  U.  S.  48;  Equitable 
L.  Assur.  Soc.  v.  McBlroy,  88  Fed.  Rep. 
Ml. 

>Meynell  v.  Surtees,  8  Sm.  AG.  101. 
Laborers  employed  by  contractors  and  sub- 
contractors to  build  a  railroad  stopped 
work  and  were  creating^  a  disturbance 
fearinff  they  would  not  be  paid.  The  presl- 
dent  of  the  railroad  came  out  and  said  to 
them:  "Go  back  to  your  work  and  I  will 
see  that  you  are  paid."  One  of  the  sub- 
contractors who  was  oresent  and  heard  the 
offer  broug^ht  action  lor  his  pay.  It  was 
held  that  the  offer  was  not  made  to  him, 
and  that  there  was  no  agreement  with  him. 
Indianapolis  R.  Co.  ▼.  Sfiller,  71  111.  468. 

sBoulton  V.  Jones,  2  H.  &  N.  504;  British 
Waffpn  Co.  ▼.  Lee,  5  Q.  B.  D.  140;  Boston 
Ice  Co.  V.  Potter,  128  Mass.  28,  26  Am. 
Rep.  0. 

4See  Lawson,  Bail.,  $  287. 
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'Walsh  ▼.  St.  Louis  Ex.  Co.,  00  Mo.  480. 

•  Bull  ▼.  Talcot,  2  Root  110,  1  Am.  Dec. 
02. 

^Tarbell  v.  Stevens,  0  Iowa  108. 

sMorrell  v.  Quarles,  86  Ala.;  Ryer  v. 
Stockwell,  14  Caf.  184,  78  Am.  Dec.  034; 
Montgomery  County  ▼.  Robinson,  86  111. 
174;  Loring  V,  Boston:  7  Mete.  409;  Reif  v. 
Paige,  65  Wis.  406, 18  N.  W.  Rep.  478,  4S 
Am.  Rep.  781. 

•Contr.,  p.  18,  A  person  may  offer  a  re- 
ward orally  as  well  as  by  handbill,  poster 
or  newspaper  advertisement.  The  latter 
modes  are  more  likely  to  become  generally 
known,  but  they  are  no  more  efficacious  as 
offers  than  a  public  offer  orally  made. 
Hayden  v.  Singer,  GO  Ind .  42. 

1  oSec  cases  in  last  notes.  Bull  v.  Talcot, 
2  Root  110, 1  Am.  Dec.  02;  Walsh  v.  St. 
Louis  Ex.  Co.,  70  Mo.  450;  Long  ▼.  Battle 
Creek,  80  Mich.  828.  88  Am.  Rep.  884;  Bab- 
cock  V.  Raymond,  2  Hilt.  61;  Patton  v. 
Hassinger.  00  Pa.  St.  905. 
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§23.     Oiferer  may  Prescribe  Time,  Place  aaid 
Conditions  of  Acceptance. 

The  offerer  has  the  right  to  prescribe  the  time/  place,* 
form  or  other  condition  of  acceptance,'  in  which  case 
the  offer  can  be  accepted  only  in  the  way  prescribed  by 
the  offer. 

§24.    Acceptance  Must  he  Absolute  and  Unconditional. 

The  acceptance  must  be  absolute  and  unconditional.^ 
Thus  if  A  offers  B  to  do  a  certain  thing  and  B  accepts 
conditionally  or  introduces  some  new  term  into  his  ac- 
ceptance, his  answer  is  either  a  mere  expression  of  a 
willingness  to  negotiate  or  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  coun- 


1  The  offer  may  require  that  it  be  accept- 
ed within  a  certain  time,  in  which  case  an 
acceptance  after  that  time  will  be  of  no 
effect.  Longworth  v.  Mitchell,  26  Ohio 
St.  »41:  Pbita  V.  Whitehead, »  N.  T.  (Eq.) 
86:  Britton  v.  Philllpp.  84  How.  Pr.  Ill; 
Union  Nat.  Bk.  ▼.  Mills,  106  N.  C.  347,  11 
S.  B.  Rep.  8S1 :  Horne  ▼.  Niver,  166  Mass. 

4.  46  N.  B.  Rep.  898.  An  offer  by  letter 
may  be  made  conditional  upon  an  accept- 
ance beinff  sent  by  return  mail  and  the  of- 
fer must  then  be  accepted  within  that  in- 
terval. Maclayv.  Harvey,  90Ill.Sa»,82 
Am.  Rep.  85;  Carr  v.  Duval,  14  Pet.  77; 
Dutttop  V.  Higgins,  1  H.  L.  Cas.  881.  The 
words  *'by  return  mail"  have  been  held  to 
give  a  reftsonable«time  for  acceptance,  and 
an  answer  mailed  on  the  same  day  the  of- 
fer was  received,  though  not  by  the  first 
mail  leaving  the  cKv  after  it  was  received, 
has  been  considered  sufficient.  Palmer  v. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Co..  84  N.  T.  68:  Taylor  v. 
Rennie,  86  Barb.  S7S.  But  a  delay  of  three 
or  four  days  is  different.  Maclay  v.  Har- 
vey, supra;  Taylor  v.  Rennie,  86  Barb.  278. 
An  offer  requiring  acceptance  *'by  return 
■ail**  might  be  accepted  by  telegram  or 
messenger  reaching  the  offerer  as  early  as 
the  reply  would  have  reached  him  if  sent 
by  return  mail,  for  the  words  used  in  the 
offer  would  be  construed  as  fixing  the  time 
for  acceptance  and  not  the  manner  of  ac- 
ccfKing.  Tinn  V.  Hoffman,  89  L.  T.  Rep. 
N.  S.^:  Eliaaon  v.  Henshaw,  4  Wheat. 
SSS. 

>1b  Bliaaon  v.  Hensbaw,  4  Wheat.  885, 

5.  ^  Co.  offiered   to   buy  flour  of  H.,  the 
answer  to  be  sent  by  the  wagon  which  car- 


ried the  offer.  H.  sent  a  letter  of  accept- 
ance by  mail  to  another  place  which  was 
not  the  destination  of  the  wagon,  having 
reason  to  believe  that  bis  answer  would  in 
this  way  reach  B.  &  Co.  more  speedily. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Unitea  States 
decided  that  E.  &  Co.  were  not  bound  by 
the  acceptance,  as  they  had  a  right  to  dic- 
tate the  terms  on  which  they  would  pur- 
chase, and  of  the  importance  of  which  they 
were  the  sole  judges. 

3Wilcox  V.  Cline,  70  Mich.  517,  88  N.  W. 
Rep.  656}  Perry  v.  Mt.  Hope  Iron  Co.,  16 
R.  I.  880, 5  Atl.  Rep.  638.  8  Am.  St.  Rep. 
908.  An  offer  which  requires  that  it  shall 
be  accepted  in  writing  cannot  be  accepted 
verbally.  Briggs  v.  Sixer,  30  N.  T.  647; 
Bosshardt,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Crescent  Oil  Co., 
m  Pa.  St.  109,  32  Atl.  Rep.  1120.  A  per- 
son making  a  proposal  may  make  it  a  con  - 
dltion  that  the  contract  be  reduced  to  writ- 
ing and  signed  by  both  parties,  and  in  such 
case  there  is  no  contract  until  the  written 
contract  is  drawn  up  and  signed.  The 
Governor  v.  Betch,  S8  Bng.  L.  &  Eq.  470; 
McDonald  v.  Bewick,  51  Mich.  79;  Bourne 
V.  Shapleigh,  9  Mo.  (App.)  64;  Spinney  v. 
Donnerig,  108  Cal.  666,  41  Pac.  Rep.  797; 
Sanders  v.  Poitlitzer  Bros.,  144  N.  Y.  809, 
39  N.  E.  Rep.  75. 

1  James  V.  Darby,  loo  Fed.  Rep.  aa8; 
Egffleston  v.  Wagner,  46  Mich.  610;  Hough 
V.  Brown,  19  N.  Y.  Ill;  Harlow  v.  Curtis, 
181  Mass.  380;  Bledeman  v.  OTonnor,  117 
111.  478, 57  Am.  Rep.  876;  Potu  v.  White- 
head. 28  N.  J.  (Eq.)  512;  Brown  v.  R. 
Co.,44N.  Y.79: 
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ter-proposal  on  his  part*  This  conditional  acceptance 
being  a  counter-proposal  is  not  binding  until  it  is  ac- 
cepted (and  communicated)  by  the  original  proposer.* 
In  Borland  v.  Ouffey,^  A,  who  was  a  creditor  of  an  inn- 
keeper whom  B  desired  to  buy  out,  sent  word  to  B  that 
if  he  would  guaranty  the  innkeeper's  debt  to  him  he 
would  refrain  from  attaching  the  property.  B  replied 
that  he  would  do  so  if  A  would  not  attach  and  would 
also  keep  the  thing  quiet  This  was  satisfactory  to  A, 
but  he  neglected  to  notify  B,  although  he  refrained  from 
attaching  the  property.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no 
contract,  aa  A's  assent  to  the  new  terms  in  his  accept- 
ance— or  counter-proposal — ^had  not  been  communi- 
cated to  B. 


§25.     And  Identical  xoith  Terms  of  Offer. 

The  ojffer  must  be  accepted  exactly  as  it  is  made. 
The  acceptance  must  in  every  respect  meet  and  corres- 
pond with  the  olBfer,  neither  falling  within  nor  going  be- 
yond the  terms  proposed,  but  exactly  meeting  them  at 
all  points  and  closing  them  just  as  they  stand '}  for 
there  is  no  contract  if  there  is  a  variance  of  any  kind 
between  the  terms  of  the  offer  and  the  acceptance.*  In 


2Bor]andy.  Gufifev.l  Grant's  Gas.  394; 
Briesrs  V.  Slzer,  90  N*.  Y.  647:  Middauf?h  v. 
Stough,  161  III.  312,  48  N.  E.  Rep.  1061; 
Runyan  v.  Wilkinson-Gaddis  Co.,  57  N.  J. 
(L.)  420,  81  N.  E.  Rep.  860;  Corcoran  v. 
White,  117  III.  118;  Putnam  v.  Grace,  161 
Mass.  287.  87  N.  E.  Rep.  166;  Kirwin  v. 
Byrne,  82  N.  Y.  (S.)  148,  29  Id.  746;  Harris 
V.  Scott,  67  N.  H.  487,  82  All.  Rep.  770; 
Egger  V.  Nesbitt,  122  Mo.  667.  27  S.  W. 
Rep.  885,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  696;  Holland  v, 
Evre,  2  Sim.  &  St.  194;  Gregson  v.  Ruck, 
4Q.  B,  787. 

sBriggs  V.  Sixer,  80  N.  Y.  647;  Slaymaker 
V.  Irwin,  4  Whart.  867;  Nundy  v.  Matt- 
hews, 84  Hun,  74;  McLean  v.  Gymnasium 
Assn.,  64  Mo.  (App.)  56. 
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«1  Grant's  Cas.,  894. 

1  Potts  V.  Whitehead,  23  N.  J.  (Eq.) 
512;  EliasoD  v.  Henshaw,  4  Wheat.  1^; 
Eads  V.  Carondelet,  42  Mo.  113;  Bniner  v. 
Wheaton,  46  Mo.  868:  Corcoran  v.  White, 
117  III.  118,  57  Am.  Rep.  868;  Siebold  v. 
Davis,  67  Iowa,  660;  Moxley  v.  Moxley,  2 
Mete.  809;  Martin  v.  Fuel  Co..  22  Fed. 
Rep.  576:  Northwest  Iron  Co.  v.  Meade,  21 
Wis.  474.  94  Am.  Dec.  557. 

*  James  v.  Darby,  loo  Fed.  Kep.  aaS; 
Baker  v.  Johnson  Co.,  37  la.  186;  Jenness 
V.  Iron  Co.,  53  Me.  20;  Baker  v.  Holt,  56 
Kan.  100;  Fox  v.  Turner,  1  111.  (App.)  153; 
Hutcheson  v.  Blakeman,  8  Mete.  (Ky.)  8: 
Mactier  v.  Frith,  6  Wend.  108, 21  Am.  Dec. 
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Jordan  v.  Norton^  the  defendant  oflfered  by  letter  to 
buy  a  mare  of  the  plaintiff  if  he  would  warrant  her 
quiet  in  harness  and  the  plaintiff  replied  that  he  war- 
ranted her  sound  and  quiet  in  double  harness.  In  an 
action  for  the  price  Baron  Parke  said : 

"The  oorrespondenoe  merMy  amounts  to  this:  that  the  defendant 
agrees  to  give  twenty  gnineas  for  the  mare  if  there  is  a  warranty 
of  her  being  sound  and  quiet  in  harness  generally,  but  to  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  assented.  The  parties  have  never  contracted  in 
writing  ad  idem.** 

Like  the  conditional  acceptance^  the  acceptance  at 
variance  with  the  terms  of  the  offer  is  a  counter-pro- 
posal which  to  bind  the  party  by  whom  the  original  of- 
fer was  made^  must  be  accepted  by  him.*  So  if  one  makes 
an  offer  and  accepts  acceptance  not  responsive  to  the 
proposal,  he  is  bound  by  the  agreement  thus  made,  and 
can  not  fall  back  on  his  proposal  in  case  of  subsequent 
disagreement.' 

§26.    Communication  of  Acceptance. 

An  acceptance,  which  does  not  go  beyond  an  uncom- 
municated  mental  determination,  cannot  create  a  bind- 
ing agreement  simply  because  the  intention  to  accept 
did  in  fact  ezist^  If  A  for  example,  writes  to  B  and 
offers  to  buy  B's  horse  and  B  makes  up  his  mind  to  ac- 


20B:  Bcckwith  ▼.  Cheever.  21  N.    H.  41;  34  M.  A  W.  Iftfi. 

*  ^-^i^rW^^V^®^  ^"*"r.*^%P';".^S  T-  *S€C  cases  cited  In  last  section.  Sawyer 


£^'«1!-y^*.}?i:fi*^  ""o,  S""^  *S^"-  ▼•  Brossart,  67  la.  (J78.  66  Am.   Rep.  frl; 

r^'K^Sr^^lS'^.  rS:  ^]JlnA^\S^i?  Moulton  V.  Kershaw,  59  Wis.  816.  48  Am! 

V.  Amoskeag  Lumber  Co.,  9f  Ga.  4te, »  S.  _  *I«>n  W^ks  v.  DougUuM,  49  Ark.  856; 

E.  Rep.  619?  Michigan  Bolt  Co.  v.  Steel,  J^^^^'  J^  ""3°'  ?  ^\^\i^)  ^^5  ^"*  ^• 

111  Mich.  168, 89  N.  W.  Rep  »«:  Virginia  .  I-*  Salle  Silk  Co.,  6  Daly,  19. 

Hoc  Springs  Co.  v.  Harrison,  98  Va.  669,  iFelthouse  v.  Bindley,  11  C.  B.  (S.  S.) 

16  South.  Rep.  688;  WUkln  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  869;  Brogden  ▼.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  App.  Gas. 

Loud,  94  Mich.  168,68  N.  W.  Rep.  1046;  891;  Mactier  v.  Frith,  6  Wend.  103;  SI  Am. 

Scou  ▼.  DaWs,  141  Mo.  S18;  Runyan  v.  Dec.  S62;  Slocomb  v.  Louty,  1   Hemp.  431; 

Wilkinson,  67  N.  J.  (L.)  891.  Ramaley  v.  Leland,  6  Robt.  868;  Van  Val- 
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cept,  but  never  tells  A  of  his  intention  to  do  so,  he  has 
no  remedy  if  A  buys  a  horse  elsewhere.  In  White  v. 
CorlieSy^  C  wrote  W,  "Upon  agreeing  to  finish  the  fit- 
ting up  of  offices  57  Broadway  in  two  weeks  from  date, 
you  can  commence  at  once-"  W  immediately  purchased 
lumber  for  the  work  and  began  to  prepare  it.  The  next 
day  the  proposition  was  countermanded.  It  was  held 
that  the  acceptance  was  not  binding  on  C,  as  it  was  a 
mere  mental  determination,  unaccompanied  by  any  act 
indicating  to  C  that  his  proposal  was  accepted. 

But  in  the  rule  that  acceptance  of  an  offer  must  be 
communicated,  the  word  "communicated"  does  not 
mean  actual  notice,  for  "acceptance  is  communicated 
when  it  is  made  in  a  manner  prescribed  or  indicated  by 
the  offerer.  An  offer  is  never  communicated  until  it 
is  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  offeree,  but  it  is  not 
always  necessary  that  an  acceptance  should  come  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  offerer  in  order  to  make  a  binding - 
agreement"     In  an  English  case  it  is  said : 


"As  notification  of  acceptance  is  required  for  the  benefit  of  the* 
person  who  makes  the  offer,  the  person  who  makes  the  offer  may- 
dispense  with  notice  to  himself  if  he  thinks  it  desirable  to  do  so:  and 
I  suppose  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  where  a  person  in  an  offer  made  • 
by  him  to  another  person  expressly  or  impliedly  intimates  a  par- 
ticular mode  of  acceptance  as  sufficient  to  make  the  bargain  bind- 
ing, it  is  only  necessary  for  the  other  person  to  whom  such  offer  is 
made  to  follow  the  indicated  mode  of  acceptance;  and  if  the  person t 
making  the  offer  expressly  or  impliedly  intimates  in  his  offer  that  it 
will  be  sufficient  to  act  on  the  proposal  without  communicating  ac- 
ceptance of  it  to  himself,  performance  of  the  condition  is  a  suffi- 
cient acceptance  without  notification/'* 


kenburgv.  Rogerm,  18  Mich.  180;  Wairoer  sBowen,  L.  J.,  in  Carlill  v.    Carbolic - 

V.  BggTeston,  49  Mich.  318«  See  ante,  f  12.       Smoke  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  250  (1898),  2  Q.  B.  484^ 

«46N  Y.487.  (^*2)- 
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Therefore  we  must  look  to;  the  nature  and  the  terms 
of  the  offer  if  any  question  should  arise  as  to  the  ade- 
quacy of  the  method  adopted  to  communicate  the  ac- 
ceptance and  here  a  distinction  must  be  made  where  the 
offer  is  (a)  of  a  promise  for  an  act  and  where  it  is  an 
offer  (b)  of  a  promise  for  a  promise. 

(a)  In  this  class  of  cases  it  is  not  intended  that  the 
offeree  shall  express  his  acceptance  otherwise  than  by 
performance.  An  offer  of  reward  for  the  supply  of  in- 
formation or  for  the  recovery  of  a  lost  article  does  not 
contemplate  a  notice  from  every  person  who  sees  the 
offer  that  he  intends  to  search  for  the  information  or 
for  the  article.  This  is  especially  true  in  the  case  of 
general  offers  made  to  unascertained  persons,  wherein 
performance  is  expressly  or  impliedly  indicated  as  a 
mode  of  acceptance.  As  very  well  said,  if  I  advertise 
that  I  will  give  any  one  five  dollars  who  finds  and  re- 
stores my  dog,  I  do  not  expect  that  people  will  come  to 
me  and  tell  me  they  intend  to  hold  me  to  my  offer  and 
will  try  to  earn  the  five  dollars.  I  expect  them  to  go 
to  work  and  look  for  the  dog.* 

The  same  is  true  of  the  everyday  case  of  a  written  or- 
der for  goods.  A  mails  an  order  to  B  for  certain  goods 
in  which  B  deals  to  be  sent  to  him.  He  receives  no  reply ; 
the  first  intimation  that  the  vendor  intends  to  acceptthe 
order  is  the  arrival  of  the  goods.  Yet  if  the  OTder  is  a 
positive  one  to  send  them  it  is  enough  that  B  has  done 
so  without  his  having  first  notified  A  that  he  accepts 
his  offer  and  will  send  the  goods — for  A's  offer  is 


«CarliU  v.  Carbolic  Smoke  Ball  Co., 
mipra. 

In  this  case  defendanu,  proprieton  of  a 
medical  pr^mration,  issued  an  advertise- 
ment  in  which  they  offered  to  pay  a  cer- 
tain somto  any  person  who  should  con- 
tract a  certain  disease  after  having  used 
their  preparation  in  a  specified  manner 
and  for  a  spedlied  period,  and  it  was  held 


that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  offer  con- 
tained in  the  advertisement  and  rendered 
the  defendants*  promise  bindinigr  by  pur- 
chasing the  preparation  and  usms  it  as 
specified  in  tne  advertisement.  Allen  v. 
Chouteaa,  108  Mo.  307. 14  S.  W.  Rep.  809; 
Niedermeyer  v.  Curators,  01  Mo.  (App.) 
094;  Ahem  v.  Ins.  Co.,  2  Sweeny,  441. 
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to  pay  him  the  price  if  .he  will  send  the  goods,  not 
promise  to  send  them.^ 

(b)  Where  A  offers  B  to  do  something  if  B  will 
promise  to  do  something^  it  is  always  essential  that  A 
shall  be  notified  of  B's  acceptance  and  until  snch  ac- 
•ceptance  is  communicated  there  is  no  agreement.®  But 
this  as  we  have  just  seen  does  not  mean  that  A  shall 
have  actual  personal  notice  of  the  acceptance.  If  A 
sends  the  offer  by  an  agent,  notice  of  the  acceptance 
given  to  that  agent  is  sufficient ;  it  is  "communicated" 
to  A  in  the  eye  of  the  law.  In  a  variety  of  ways  an  ac- 
•ceptance  may  be  communicated  without  the  oflterer  ac- 
tually receiving  notice  of  it;  and  it  is  always  sufficient 
that  the  offer  be  accepted  in  the  mode  either  expressly 
or  impliedly  required  by  the  offerer,  and  if  the  offerer 
requires  or  suggests  a  mode  of  acceptance  which  turns 
out,  so  far  as  giving  actual  notice  to  the  offerer  is  con- 
cerned, to  be  insufficient  or  entirely  nugatory,  it  is 
the  fault  of  the  offerer  and  the  agreement  is  complete.^ 

The  case  of  acceptance  by  the  post-office  or  tel^raph 
is  a  common  example  of  "communication"  without  ac- 
tual notice. 


s  Cooper  y.    AltimuB,   82    Pa.  St.   486; 
Maugher  v.  Crosby,  117  Mass.  880;  Brigffs 
V.  Sizer,  SO  N.  Y.  MiS;  Harvey  v.  Johnson, 
•6  C.  B.  896. 

'  Offer  of  Guaranty.  Some  cases  hold 
that  an  offer  by  A  to  fi^uaranty  B's  debt  if 
C  will  sell  him  it^oods  mast  be  accepted  by 
C's  actually  notifying  A  that  he  will 
supply  the  goods.  Sanford  v.  Howard, 
89  Ala.  884,  68  Am.  Dec.  101:  Caton  v. 
Shaw,  8  Harr.  A  G.  18;  Davis  Sewing 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Jones,  61  Mo.  409. 

•  Harvey  v.  Doffey,  90  Cal.  401, 83  Pac. 
Rep.  897;  Demoss  v.  Noble,  0  Iowa  580; 
Trounstine  v.  Sellers,  86  Kan.  447,  11  Pac. 
Rep.  441;  Black  V.  Batchelder,  180  Mass. 
171;  Bronson  v.  Herbert,  95  Mich.  478,  65 
N.  W.  Rep.  3)9-  Wagner  V.  Bgleston,  49 
Mich.  818, 18  N.  W.  Rep.  688;  Stensgaard 
V.  Smith,  48  Minn.  11,44  N.  W.  Rep.  669, 
19  Am.  St.  Rep.  905-  Ford  v.  Gebhardt, 
114  Mo.  898,  81  S.  W.  Rep.  818;  Haubelt 
V.  Rea,  etc.,  Mill  Co.,  77  Mo.  App.  672; 
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Prescott  v.  Jones,  69  N.  H.  806,  41  Atl. 
Rep.  862;  Quick  v.  Wheeler,  78  N.  Y.  300; 
Mactler  v.  Frith,  6  Wend.  103,  81  Am. 
Dec.  868;  Cozart  v.  Herndon,  114  N.  C. 
852, 19  S.  B.  168;  Royal  Ins.  Co.  v.  Beatty, 
119  Pa.  St.  6,  12  A^f.  Rep.  607,  4  Am.  St. 
Rep.  628. 

7**Suppose  that  X  sends  an  offer  to  A 
by  messenger  across  a  lake  with  a  request 
that  A,  if  he  accepts,  will  at  certain  hour 
fire  a  ^un  or  light  a  fire.  Why  should  A 
suffer  if  a  storm  render  the  gun  inaudible, 
or  a  fcg  Intercept  the  light  of  the  fire?  If 
X  sends  an  offer  to  A  by  messenger  with 
a  request  for  a  written  answer  by  bearer, 
is  it  A*s  fault  if  the  letter  of  acceptance  is 
stolen  from  the  bearer's  pocket?  If  X  has 
asked  for  a  verbal  answer  and  the  mes- 
senger who  is  told  to  say  *yes'  is  struck 
with  paralysis  on  the  way  home,  it  would 
seem  unreasonable  to  say  that  no  contract 
has  been  made."    Anson,  Contr.,  80,  81. 
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§27.     Offer  Made  by  Post. 

As  between  the  sender  of  a  letter  and  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  addressed^  the  post-office  is  the  agent  of  the 
sender.^  Therefore,  the  delivery  of  a  letter  to  the 
post-office  for  transmission  is  no  delivery  or  communi- 
cation to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed  until  ac- 
tually received  by  him.^  An  oflper  by  mail  continues 
open  until  the  letter  is  delivered  to  the  offeree,  and  the 
offerer  must  suffer  the  consequence  of  any  delays  or 
mistakes  on  the  part  of  the  post-office.     In  Adams  v. 


1  Frith  V.  Lawrence,  1  Paige.  4.^;  Mac- 
tier  V.  Frith,  6  Wend.  108,  21  Am.  Dec.  268; 
AveriU  v.  Hedge,  12  Conn.  424. 

>The  post-office  has  been  sometimes 
Itliened  to  an  agent  appointed  by  the  rend- 
er of  the  offer  to  deliver  it  and  to  receive 
and  bring  back  the  acceptance,  and  it  is 
annied.  It  I  send  my  derk  or  other  agent 
to  B  with  a  written  offer  and  B  tells  him 
he  accepts,  the  contract  Is  complete,  for 
his  communication  to  the  agent  is  notice  to 
me.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  post-office  is  not 
this  kind  of  an  agent.  As  Mr.  Wald  very 
well  puts  it :  ^'I?  a  man  afflicted  with  par- 
tial deafness  were  to  make  a  proposal  and 
the  reply  were  to  be  spoken  into  his  ear 
trumpet,  or  if  a  proposal  were  made  by 
lelepnone  and  the  reply  were  to  be  given 
by  the  same  means,  no  one  would  think  of 
calling  the  ear  trumpet  or  telephone  the 
proposer*s  agent  to  receive  the  acceptance. 
The  post,  the  ear  trumpet  and  the  tele- 
phone are  respectiirely  the  agencies  em- 
ployed to  make  known  the  acceptance  bet 
not  the  agents  to  receive  it.  Moreover, 
acceptances  by  mail  are  not  made  known  to 
the  post-office  officials;  the  contents  of  let- 
ters are  not  supposed  to  come  to  their 
knowledge:  but  ti  an  acceptance  does  not 
become  effective  until  it  is  made  known, 
then  when  an  agent  is  appointed  to  receive 
it.  it  can  have  no  effect  until  it  is  made 
known  to  him,  so  that  the  fiction  of  consid- 
ering the  post-office  such  agent  only  moves 
the  difficulty  one  step  forward  without 
snlvittg  it."  Wald  Pollock  Contr.,  p.  86. 
The  same  criticism  is  made  by  one  of  the 
judges  in  Henthorn  v.  Frasier,  where  he 
says,  "In  his  jud^ent  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  re- 
fers to  the  cases  m  which  the  decision  in 
Dunlop  V.  Higgins  has  been  explained  by 
saying  that  the  post-office  was  treated  as 
the  common  agent  of  both  parties.  That 
reason  is  not  satisfactory.  The  post-offices 
are  only  carriers  between  them.  They  are 
agent*  to  convey  the  communication,  not 
to  receive  it.  The  communication  is  not 
made  to  the  post-office  but  by  their  agency 


as  carriers.  The  difference  is  between 
saying  'Tell  my  agent  A  if  you  accept'  and 
'Send  your  answer  to  me  by  A'  (i.  e.  in 
writing).  In  the  former  case  A  is  to  be  the 
intelligent  recipient  of  the  acceptance,  in 
the  latter  he  is  only  to  convey  the  commu- 
nication to  the  person  making  the  offer, 
which  he  may  do  by  a  letter,  knowing 
nothing  of  its  contents.  The  post-office 
are  only  agents  in  the  latter  sense.  *  Some 
judges  treat  the  post-office  as  the  agent  in 
the  restricted  sense,  just  like  a  servant  sent 
to  receive  the  letter  of  acceptance,  and 
(because  the  regulations  of  the  English 
post-office  and  of  ours  too,  at  the  time 
these  cases  were  decided,  did  not  permit 
the  letter  to  be  recalled  by  the  writer  after 
it  is  posted)  Instructed  not  to  let  the  letter 
oat  of  his  possession  after  once  given  to 
him.  In  the  English  case«  it  is  always  as- 
sumed that  the  letter  on  being  posted  is 
beyond  the  control  of  the  sender.  See 
Brogden  V.  R.  C.,2App.  Gas.  691,  where 
Blackburn,  J.,  says:  **He  may  change  hi? 
mind  but  cannot  recover  the  letter  from 
the  post-office."  (Dunmore  v.  Alexander, 
9  S.  A  D.  190;  Langdell's  Cases  on  Con- 
tracts.) Mr.  Justice  Holmes  puts  it  this 
way— * 'The  offeree  when  he  drops  the  let- 
ter containing  the  counter  promise  into  the 
letter  box  does  an  overt  act  which  by  gen- 
eral understanding  renounces  control  over 
the  letter,  and  puts  it  into  a  third  hand  for 
the  benefit  of  the  offerer  with  liberty  to  the 
latter  at  any  moment  thereafter  to  take  it.'* 
(Common  Law,  p.  806.) 

Within  a  few  years  the  regulations  of  our 
post-office  have  been  altered  in  this  respect, 
and  the  writer  or  sender  may  apply  for  a 
letter  he  has  put  in  the  mail  and  when 
properly  identified  the  post-master  must 
return  it  to  him  or  telegraph  to  the  office 
of  the  addressee  whose  post-master  must 
return  it  to  the  mailing  post-master,  if  it 
has  not  been  delivered,  (U.  S.  Post-office 
Regulations,  sec.  487,  489).  Now  can  a 
change  in  the  regulations  of  the  post-office 
affect  the  law  that  the  acceptance  is  final 
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Lindsell,^  the  defendants  offered  to  sell  wool  to  the 
plaintiffs  by  letter  dated  September  2d,  1817.  The 
letter  was  misdirected,  and  so  did  not  reach  the  plain- 
tiffs until  September  5th;  they  accepted  by  letter 
posted  that  evening,  but  the  defendants  bad  in  the 
meantime  sold  the  wool  to  others.  The  plaintiffs  sued 
for  non-delivery  of  the  wool,  and  it  was  argued  on  be- 
half of  the  defendants  that  no  contract  could  arise  un- 
til the  plaintiffs'  answer  reached  him.  But  the  court 
said: 

"That  if  that  were  bo  no  contract  could  ever  be  completed  by  the 
post.  For  if  the  defendants  were  not  bound  by  their  offer,  when 
accepted  by  the  plaintifFs,  till  the  answer  was  received,  then  the 
plaintiffs  ought  not  to  be  bound  tiU  after  they  had  received  the  noti- 
fication that  the  defendants  had  received  their  answer  and  assented 
to  it.  And  so  it  might  go  on  ad  infinitum.  The  defendants  must  he 
considered  in  Jaw  as  making,  during  every  instant  of  the  time  their 
letter  was  traveling,  the  same  identical  offer  to  the  plaintiffs;  and 
then  the  contract  is  concluded  hy  the  acceptance  of  it  hy  the  lot- 
terr 


-when  the  letter  is  dropped  in  the  post-office? 
Professor  Lanf^dell  (Contr.«  sec.  16)  says 
that  even  if  the  offerer  should  send  his  offer 
by  bis  own  servant  and  the  latter  should 
bring  back  a  letter  of  acceptance,  though 
the  delivery  of  the  letter  ox  acceptance  to 
the  servant  would  be  a  delivery  to  his 
master  and  so  vest  the  property  in  the  let- 
ter in  the  master,  it  would  not  complete 
the  contract:  and  hence  if  the  ofteree 
should  afterwards  snatch  it  from  his  hand 
or  steal  it  from  him  or  induce  him  to  return 
it  to  him  there  would  be  no  contract.  I 
concur  with  Mr.  Justice  Holmes  in  his 
book  on  the  Common  Law  in  the  opinion 
that  Professor  Langdell  Is  wrong.  vV  ben 
it  Is  said  that  an  acceptance  must  be  com- 
municated it  does  not  mean  that  it  shall  be 
brought  to  the  actual  knowledge  of  the 
offerer  but  that  the  acceptor  shall  show  by 
some  tangible  sign  his  assent  to  the  pro- 
posal. What  that  tangible  sign  shall  be  is 
a  matter  of  indifference.  The  offerer  may 
have  made  it  the  hoisting  of  a  flag  or  the 
firing  of  a  gun  or  the  posting  of  a  letter 
addressed  to  him  containing  the  written 
acceptance.  If  the  offeree  has  done  the 
thing  called  for  it  does  not  affect  it  that  the 
offerer  has  not  heard  the  gun  nor  seen  the 
flag  nor  that  the  letter  before  it  has  gone  a 
mile  on  its  journey  is  destroyed  by  a  mail 
car  catching  on  nre  or  goin^  through  a 
bridge.  And  when  the  thing  is  done  it  is 
irrevocable.  To  pull  down  the  flag  after  it 
was  once  hoisted  would  not,  it  is  clear,  af- 
fect the  case  at  all,  and  so  to  post  a  second 
letter  a  moment  after  the  first  was  mailed 
or  send  a  telegram  to  the  offerer  informing 


him  that  the  acceptance  just  mailed  was 
revoked  would  be  of  no  avail.  But  sup- 
pose two  days  after  the  acceptor  has  mail- 
ed his  acceptance  to  the  offerer  who  lives 
in  San  Francisco  he  finds  out  that  he  has 
madr  a  bad  bargain;  and  requests  the 
home  post-master  to  telegraph  to  the  post- 
master at  San  Francisco  to  return  the  let- 
ter to  him  and  this  is  done.  Except  for 
the  difficulty  of  proof  of  the  acceptance 
has  this  act  of  his  altered  the  case  at  all? 
Certainlj  not,  unless  we  say  that  the 
change  in  the  pc^t-office  regulations  has 
changed  tl]e  nature  of  the  implied  offer 
from  ^*mail  me  your  acceptance  and  I  shall 
consider  the  bargain  made*'  into  "mail  me 
your  acceptance  and  I  shall  consider  the 
bargain  made  unless  you  retake  the  letter 
before  it  gets  to  me.'*  The  question  has 
come  before  one  American  court  (Scottish- 
American  Mut.  Life  Co.  v.  Davis,  73  S.  W. 
Rep.  (Tex.)  21),  and  its  conclusion  seems 
sound.  In  this  case  an  acceptance  was 
mailed  but  was  Intercepted  the  next  day  by 
a  telegram  sent  by  the  post -master  at  the 
instance  of  the  acceptor.  The  court  said: 
*'The  acceptor  can  no  more  overtake  and 
countermand  his  letter  mailed  than  he  can 
his  words  of  acceptance  after  they  have 
escaped  his  lips.  The  bargain,  if  struck, 
must  be  eo  instanti  with  such  overt  act. 
Mailing  a  letter  containing  an  acceptance 
or  the  instrument  itself  If  intended  for  the 
other  party  is  certainly  such  overt  act.'* 
But  see  Ex  parte  Cote.  L.  R.  9.  Ch.  37.  7 
Harv.  L.  Rev.  801.    17  Harv.  L.  Rev.  348. 
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§28.    Accepto/nce  Made  hy  Post.  ^ 

Where  a  person  makes  an  oflfer,  and  requires  or  au- 
thorizes the  oflPeree  either  expressly  or  impliedly  to 
send  his  answer  by  post  and  the  answer  is  duly  posted, 
the  contract  is  complete  from  the  time  the  letter  is 
mailed,  and  it  is  immaterial,  that  afterwards  the  letter 
be  delayed  or  altogether  fail  in  reaching  its  destination, 
by  default  of  the  post-office  or  by  accident  in  transmis- 
sion.^ As  soon  as  the  letter  is  delivered  to  the  post- 
office  the  contract  is  as  complete  as  if  the  acceptor  had 
put  it  into  the  hands  of  a  messenger  sent  by  the  oflPerer 
himself  as  his  agent  to  deliver  the  oflfer  and  receive  the 
acceptanca^  The  contract  is  properly  held  to  be  com- 
plete when  the  acceptor  has  mailed  the  letter  of  accept- 
ance, because  this  is  an  act  contemplated  and  impliedly 
authorized  by  the  oflferer  as  the  mode  of  manifesting  the* 
intention  of  the  acceptor  to  close  with  the  oflfer.  The 
acceptor  by  this  act  does  all  that  is  requisite  in  the  us- 
ual course  of  business — ^he  thereby  puts  the  letter  of  ac- 
ceptance beyond  his  control,  and  he  is  not  answerable 
for  the  casualties  of  the  mail  servica* 


iThe  sending;  or  acceptin^^  an  offer  by 
telegraph  is  governed  by  the  same  rules. 
Tuttle  V.  Jackson,  36  N.  Y.  809;  Minn.  Oil 
Co..  y.  Collier  Lead  Co.,  4  Dill,  431. 

aTayloe  v.  Ins.  Co.,  7  How.  890;  Mactier 
V.  Frith.  6  Wend.  103;  81  Am.  Dec.  862; 
Moore  v.  Pierson,  6  Iowa.  879,71  Am.  Dec. 
409;  Bryant  ▼.  Booze,  56  Ga.  488;  Trevor  v. 
Wood,  86  N.  Y.  307.  9H  Am.  Dec.  611; 
Vassar  v.  Camp,  11  N.  Y.  441;  Chiles  v. 
Nelson.  7  Dana,  281;  Rempner  v.  Cohn,  47 
Ark.  619.  58  Am.  Rep.  77.'>;  Hunt  v.  Hig- 
man,  70  Iowa.  406;  Linn  v.  McLean,  80 
Ala.  860;  Washburn  v.  Fletcher,  42  Wis. 
162;  Minn.  Oil  Co.,  v.  Lead  Co.,  4  Dill.  431; 
Howard  ▼.  Daly,  61  N.  Y.  868;  Haas  v. 
Myers,  111  111.  436,  iH  Am.  Rep.  674;  Barr 
▼.  Ins.  Co.,  61  Ind.  488;  Trounstine  v.  Sel- 
lers, 35  Kan.  447,  11  Pac.  Rep.  441;  Cal- 
houn V.  Atchison.  4  Bush  861,  96  Am.  Dec. 
299;  Wheat  v.  Crocs.  31  Md.  99,  1  Am. 
Rep.  28:  Wilcox  t.  Cline,  70  Mich.  517,  38 
N.  W.  Rep.  »f>:  Egger  v.  Nesbitt,  128  Mo. 
667, 27  S.  W.  Rep.  355,  43  Am.  St.  Rep. 
696,  Lungstrass  V.  Ins.  Co.,  48  Mo.  201,  8 


Am.  Rep.  100;  Abbott  v.  Shepard,  48  N. 
H.  14;  Hallock  v.  Commercial  Ins.  Co.,  2(\ 
N.  J.  L.  268.  27  N.  J.  L.  645;  Hamilton  v. 
Lycoming  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pa.  St.  389: 
Perry  v.  Mt.  Hope  Iron  Co.,  16  R.  I.  .380, 
6  Ati.  Rep.  632,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  902; 
Durkee  v.  Veriliont  Cent.  R.  Co.,  89  Vt. 
127;  contra  in  Massachusetts  McCullough 
V.  Eagle  Ins.  Co.,  1  Pick. 278. 

^The  English  courts  did  not  at  once 
arrive  at  the  American  doctrine.  In  Adams 
v.  Lindsell,  1  B.  &  Aid.  681,  it  was  ruled 
that  the  post-office  was  the  agent  of  the 
offerer,  and  that  he  was  liable  for  its  de- 
faults. *'In  Dunlapv.  Higgins,  1  H.  L. 
Cas.  381,"  says  Mr.  Anson  (Contr.  23.) 
*'Lord  Cottenham  held,  though  it  was  not 
necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  case,  that 
the  posting  of  a  letter  of  acceptance  con- 
cluded the  contract  whatever  might  after- 
wards befall  the  letter.  But  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  in  a  later  case,  British  Am. 
Tel.  Co.  V.  Colson,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  106,  tried 
hard  to  escape  the  consequences  of  the 
rule,  and  Kelly,  C.  B.,  laid  it  down  that 
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But  the  oflferer  may  always,  if  he  chooses^  make  the 
formation  of  the  contract  dependent  upon  the  actual 
communication  to  himself  of  the  acceptance,  as  where 
he  says  in  his  oflfer  "I  shall  not  consider  myself  bound 
until  I  receive  your  acceptance."* 

The  implied  authority  to  use  the  post  to  communicate 
the  acceptance  arises  (a)  where  the  post  is  used  to 
make  the  oflfer,  but  nothing  is  said  as  to  how  the  accept- 
ance is  to  be  made^  (b)  where  the  circumstances  are 
such  that  it  must  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  parties  that  according  to  the  ordinary  usages  of 
mankind  the  post  might  be  used  as  a  means  of  commun- 
icating the  acceptance.® 

In  Henthom  v.  Fraser^  H,  who  lived  at  Birken- 
head, a  town  near  Liverpool,  called  at  the 
office  of  a  land  society  in  Liverpool  to  negotiate 
for  the  sale  of  some  houses  belonging  to 
him.  The  secretary  there  handed  him  a  written  oflfer 
for  his  property,  which  he  took  away  with  him.  On 
the  next  day  the  secretary  posted  a  withdrawal  of  the 
oflfer.  The  letter  containing  the  withdrawal  was 
posted  between  twelve  and  one  o'clock  and  did   not 


the  contract  was  not  bindtnier  till  the  letter 
of  acceptance  was  received,  but  that  when 
it  was  received  its  operation  related  back 
to  the  moment  of  its  posting.  This  decision 
was  virtually  overruled  in  Harris'  case,  L. 
R.  7  Ch.  667;  as  to  the  moment  when  the 
contract  was  complete,  out  Mellish,  L.  J., 
said  that  thoufrh  ^complete  at  the  time 
when  the  letter  accepting  the  offer  is  post- 
ed, yet  it  may  be  subject  to  a  condition 
subsequent  that  if  the  letter  does  not  ar- 
rive in  due  course  of  post,  then  the  parties 
may  act  on  the  assumption  that  the  offer 
has  not  been  accepted.  But  it  is  now  set- 
tled, in  Household  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany v.  Grant,  4  Ex.  Div.  216,  that  the 
f>arties  are  bound,  from  the  moment  the 
etter  is  put  in  course  of  transmission,  by 
a  contract  the  existence  of  which  is  un- 
affected by  the  subsequent  fate  of  the 
letter.  The  contract  does  not  remain,  up 
to  the  moment  the  acceptance  is  received 
in  the  state  of  suspended  animation  con- 
templated by  Kelly,  C.  B.;  nor  is  it  sub- 
ject to  the  condition  subsequent  suggested 
by  Mclllsh,  L,  J." 
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Street  letter  boxes  are  a  legal  part  of  the 
post  office  system;  and  a  letter  deposited  in 
one  of  these  boxes  is  considered  as  being 
delivered  or  mailed  at  the  post-office. 
Wood  V.  Callaghan,  61  Mich.  40S;  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  597.  The  letter  must  be  properly  ad- 
dressed and  stamped.  Britton  v.  Phillips, 
24  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  Ill;  Blake  v.  Fire  Ins. 
Co..  67  Tex.  160,  2  S.  W.  868,  60  Am.  Rep. 
15;  Potts  v.  Whitehead,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  55. 

4  Lewis  V.  Browning.  180  Mass.  173; 
Haas  V.  Myers.  Ill  III.  421;  Vassar  v. 
Camp,  11  N.  Y.  641. 

s  Hamilton  V.  Lycoming  Ins.  Co.,  5  Pa. 
St.  3S9;  Abbott  v.  Shepard,  48  N.  H.  14; 
Hutcheson  v.  Blakeman,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  80; 
Levy  V.  Cohen.  4  Ga.  1*  Falls  v.  Gather, 
9  Port,  614;  Averill  v.  Hedge,  12  Conn. 
486;  Wheat  v.  Cross,  31  Md.  99.  1  Am. 
Rep.  88:  Potu  v.  Whitehead,  20  N.  J. 
(Eq.)56. 

^Henthorn  v.  Fraser.  post. 

'  a  Ch.  27  (189.»);  Bnincr  v.  Moore,  1  Ch. 
Div.  304  (1904). 
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reach  Birkenhead  until  after  five  p.  m.  In  the  mean- 
time H  had,  at  three-fifty  p.  m.,  placed  in  the  post-office 
at  Birkenhead  a  letter  accepting  the  offer,  which  did 
not  actually  reach  the  secretary's  office  until  the  next 
day.  It  was  held  that  the  contract  was  complete  when 
the  letter  containing  the  acceptance  was  posted  at  Birk- 
enhead. The  ground  of  this  decision  which  is  per- 
fectly sound  was  that  though  H  received  the  offer  at 
Liverpool,  he  resided  in  another  town;  as  by  its  terms 
it  was  to  remain  open  for  some  days,  it  was  plainly  in- 
tended that  he  should  take  it  home  with  him  and  con- 
sider it ;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  ordinary  mode,  the  mode 
which  both  parties  under  all  the  circumstances  must 
have  contemplated  was  that  if  he  accepted  he  would  do 
so  by  the  mail. 

§29.     The  Subject  of  Acceptance  by  Agent  Reviewed. 

From  the  forgoing  sections  we  draw  these  conclus- 
ions :  That  the  acceptance  of  an  offer  must  be  com- 
municated to  the  offerer;  that  it  is  communicated  to 
him  when  it  is  delivered  to  his  agent  or  messenger : 
that  the  post-office  and  telegraph  are  his  agents  respect- 
ively when  he  expressly  makes  them  so  by  requesting 
a  reply  by  mail  or  telegraph  or  when  he  impliedly 
makes  them  so  by  using  these  agencies  to  make  his  of- 
fer or  when  the  circumstances  are  such  that  it  must 
have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  that 
according  to  the  usages  of  mankind  the  post  might  be 
used  as  a  means  of  communicating  the  acceptance,  but 
that  the  offerer  may  if  he  chooses  make  the  acceptance 
conditional  upon  its  actual  receipt  by  him. 

A  few  simple  illustrations  will  suffice: 
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(1)  A  Bends  an  offer  to  B  by  his,  A's  messenger,  into  whose 
hands  B  delivers  his  acceptance.  .  (2)^  A  makes  B  dn  offer  by  mail 
requesting  a  reply  by  maiL  B  mails  his  acceptance.  (3)  A  makes 
an  offer  to  B  by  mail  saying  nothing  as  to  how  the  acceptance  is  to 
be  made.  B  mails  his  acceptance.  (4)  A  makes  an  offer  to  B  in  the 
City  of  L.  by  handing  him  a  letter  containing  the  offer,  and  giving 
him  14  days  in  which  to  accept.  B  lives  in  the  City  of  B.  Within 
the  time  B  mails  an  acceptance  to  A. 

Here  the  acceptance  is  "communicated"  to  A  and  the 
contract  is  complete,  though  A  never  receives  any  of 
the  acceptancea 

(6)  C  sends  an  offer  to  D  by  his,  C's  messenger.  D  examines  it 
and  immediately  sends  his  own  clerk  or  servant  with  his  acceptance 
to  C.  (6)  C  sends  an  offer  to  D  by  his  servant  and  D  immediately 
mails  his  acceptance.  (7)  C  makes  an  offer  to  D  by  mall,  and  . 
D  dispatches  his  clerk  to  C  with  his  acceptance.  (8)  C  makes  an  of^/ 
fer  to  D  by  mail  conditional  on  the  acceptance  being  received  by 
him  by  a  certain  day.    D  mails  his  acceptance  to  C. 

Here  there  is  no  communication  of  the  acceptance  to 
C  until  he  actually  receives  it,  and  if  it  is  lost  on  the  way 
there  is  no  contract. 

§30.    Acceptance  Makes  Irrevocable  Contract. 

An  offer  binds  no  one,  and,  as  we  shall  see,  may  be 
revoked  or  lapse  before  acceptance.  But  acceptance  by 
promise  or  act  duly  communicated  before  revocation 
or  lapse  supplies  the  element  of  agreement  and  binds 
both  parties  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract It  changes  the  character  of  the  oflfer,  making 
it  an  irrevocable  promise.^ 

Where  an  offer  is  accepted  before  it  is  revoked  the 
contract  is  as  obligatory  as  if  both  promises  were  dm- 

i  Gordon  v.  Darnell,  6  Colo.  802;  Eaui-  89, 8S  Pac.  Rep.  1027;  Friede  v.  Ins.  Co..  50 

table  Endowment  Assn.  v.  Fisher,  71  Md.  N.  Y.  248;  Cummins^s  v.  Gann.  52  Pa.  St. 

480. 18  Atl.  Rep.  808;  Thniston.v.Thornton,  484-  Hamilton  v.Ins.  Co., 5  Pa.  St.897;  Perry 
1  Cash.  89:  Wilcox  v.  Cline,  70  Mich.  617,  '    v.Mt.  Hope  Iron  Co.,  15  R.  1. 880. 6  Atl.  Rec. 

38  N.  W.  Rep.  666;  American  Pub.,  etc.,  Co.  638;  Wall  v.  Minneapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  86 

V.  Walker,  87  Mo.  App.  608;  Ide  v.  Leiser,  Wis.  48,  56  N.  W.  Rep.  867;  Wheeler  v.  New 

10  Mont.  6,  24  Pac.  Rep.  096;  White  v.  Bax-  Brunswick,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  115  U.  S.  89. 
ter,  71  N.  T.  254;  House  v.  Jackson,  34  Oreg. 
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nltaneous.  Here^  bb  in  other  like  caBes,  if  both  parties 
meet^  one  prepared  to  accept  and  the  other  to  retract, 
whichever  speaks  first  will  have  the  law  with  him ;  and 
this  question  is  one  of  fact  to  be  decided  by  the  jury.* 

§31.     Offer  Ma/y  La/pse  or  he  Determined,  How. 

Since  an  offer  may  be  turned  into  a  contract  by  ac- 
ceptance it  is  imi>ortant  to  know  how  this  liability  may 
be  terminated.  And  the  modes  in  which  an  offer  may 
lai>se  or  be  determined  before  acceptance  are,  (a)  by 
revocation,  (b)  by  rejection,  (c)  by  efflux  of  time,  (d) 
by  breach  of  condition,  (e)  by  death,  (f )  by  change  of 
circumstances. 

§32.    By  Revocation. 


An  offer  whose  acceptance  has  not  been  communi- 
cated to  the  offerer  does  not  constitute  an  agreement 
and  cannot  bind  him,^  and  therefore  it  may  be  revoked 
by  him  at  any  time  before  it  is  so  accepted.*  At  an  auc- 
tion sale  the  bid  is  not  binding  until  assented  to,  which 
.assent  is  signified  on  the  part  of  the  seller  by  knocking 
down  the  hammer.  Therefore  a  bid  may  be  withdrawn 
at  any  time  before  the  hammer  goes  down.' 

A  party  may  revoke  his  offer  even  if  the  offer  give  a 
definite  time  for  acceptance  for  the  agreement  to  keep 
the  offer  open  is  without  consideration.*     But  where 


•  Martin  ▼.  Hudson,  81  Cal.  48,  22  Pac. 
Rep.  398:  Quick  v.  Wheeler,  78  N.  Y.  800. 

iStitt  V.  Huidekopers,  17  Wall  884; 
Ueberroth  v.  RiecreU  71  Pa.  St.  280;  Stuart 
▼.  R.  Co.,  83  Gratt.  146;  Gilman 
y.  Kibler,  5  Humph.  19;  Rutledgre  t. 
Greenwood,  2  Dessau,  Eq.  388;  Strasburg 
R.  Co.,  V.  Bchlemacht,  81  Pa.  St.  280,  80 
Am.  Dec.  49:  White  ▼.  Corlies,  48  N.  Y. 
407. 

sOflord  V.  Davis,  12  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  748; 
Waterman  v.  Banks,  114  U.  S.  394;  Crocker 
▼.  R.  Co.,  94  Conn.  949;  Boston  R.  etc.  Co. 
T.  Bartlett,  8  Cush.  224;  Quick  v.  Wheeler. 
78  N.   Y.  300;  Bskridge  v.  Glover,  5  St., 


&  P.  284;  Burton  v.  Shotwell,  13  Bush,  371; 
Beckwith  ▼.  Cheever,  21  N.  H.  41;  Faulk- 
ner V.  Hebard,  26  Vt.  452;  Wclden  v. 
Woodruff,  38  Mich.  ISO*  Lincoln  v.  Gay, 
164  Mass.  637,  43  N.  B.  Rep.  96;  EiBTeer  v. 
Nesbitt,  182  Mo.  667,  27  S.  W.  Rep.  885: 
Lapslcyv.  Howard.  119  Mo.  489,  24  S.  W. 

3 Payne  v.  Cave,  8  Term,  Rep.  148;  Ives 
V.  Treffent,  29  Mich.  890;  Fisher  v.  Seltzer, 
28  Pa.  St.  308. 

4 Minneapolis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Mill  Co., 
119  U.  S.  149, 151  Dickinson  v.  Dodds.  Ch. 
D.  463;  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.   Bartlett, 
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the  agreement  is  itself  founded  on  a  valuable  consider- 
ation,— as  where  in  consideration  of  a  certain  sum  of 
money  an  option  to  purchase  is  given  to  another  for  a 
certain  time — there  it  has  been  laid  down  that  the  of- 
fer cannot  be  retracted  during  that  time.*^  But  this 
position  has  been  criticised  on  the  ground  that  there 
can  be  no  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the  parties  after  the 
offer  has  been  withdrawn  and  the  retraction  communi- 
cated to  the  other  party,  and  there  can  be  no  contract 
of  sale  in  such  a  case,  though  the  retraction  would  be  a 
breach  of  the  contract  to  leave  the  oflfer  open  and  the 
measure  of  damages  would  be  the  same.^  But'  the 
proper  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  an  oflter  of  this  kind 
should  be  treated  as  a  conditional  agreement  to  convey 
and  subject  on  the  performance  of  the  condition 
within  the  time  limited,  to  specific  i)erformance.^ 

An  oflfer  under  seal  cannot  be  revoked,  at  common 
law.  Even  though  it  is  not  communicated  to  the  of- 
feree it  remains  open  for  his  acceptance  when  he  be- 
comes aware  of  its  existence.  This  results  from  the 
common  law  rule  that  a  grant  under  seal  is  binding  on 
the  grantor  and  those  who  claim  under  him,  although  it 
has  never  been  communicated  to  the  grantee,  if  it  has 
been  duly  delivered ;  and  any  obligation  created  by  deed 
is  on  the  same  footing.  The  promisor  is  bound,  but  the 
promisee  need  not  take  advantage  of  the  promise  unless 
he  chooses.®  The  rule  that  where  an  oflfer  is  made  under 


8  Gush.  2S4;  Lannon  v.  Jordon,  50  III.  206; 
Schenectady  Stove  Co.  v.  Holbrook,  101 
N.  Y.  49;  Etkridffe  v.  Glover,  5  Stew, 
ft  P.  964,  86  Am.  Dec.  844;  Weiden  v. 
Woodruff,  88  Mich.  180;  Stenagaard  v. 
Smith,  43   Minn.    11;   Coleman  v.  Apple- 

Srth,  68  Md.  81;  Smith  v.  Bateman,  8 
lo.  App.  886,  46  Pac.  Rep ..813;  Crandall 
V.  Wlllig,  166  111.  838,  46  N.  B.  Rep.  796 
(III.). 

•Stitt  V.  Huidekopers,  17  Wall.  886;  Rom 
V.  Parks,  98  Ala.  168.  8  South.  Rep.  368; 
Linn  v.  McLean,  80  Ala.  800;  Gordon  v. 
Darnell,  6  Colo.  308;  Hayes  v.  O'Brien, 
149  111.  408,  87  N.  B.  78;  Herrman  v.  Bab- 
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cock,  103  Ind.  461.  3  N.  B.  Rep.  142;  Chad- 
sev  V.  Condley,  08  Kan.  868,  63  Pac.  Rep. 
668:  Grabenhorst  v  Nlcodemus,  4S  Md. 
886;  Branford  v.  Foster,  87Tenn.  4,  0  S.  W. 
Rep.  196. 

•Ttedeman,  Sales,  §  41. 

7 Zimmerman  v.  Brown, .%  Atl.  Rep.  676; 
Hayes  v.  O'Brien,  149  111.  408,  87  N.  E. 
Rep.  78. 

sXenos  v.  Wlckam,  L.  R.,  8  H.  L.  896; 
Kershaw  v.  Kershaw,  103  111.  807;  Win^  v. 
Chase.  85  Me.  860;  WilUrd  v.  Tavloe,8 
Wall.  667. 
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seal  it  cannot  be  revoked  applies  to  options  given  under 
seal.^ 

The  revocation  of  the  offer  must  be  communicated  to 
the  person  to  whom  the  offer  was  made  before  or  at 
the  time  of  his  communicating  the  acceptance.^^ 

Where  the  negotiations  are  by  mail^  the  offer  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  renewed  during  every  moment  of 
the  time  limited^  and  upon  this  presumption  the 
acceptor  has  the  right  to  rely  and  conclude  the  contract 
by  acceptance  at  any  time  before  receiving  notice  of  a 
withdrawal.^ ^  Therefore  a  revocation  of  the  offer 
which  is  not  actually  notified  to  the  person  to  whom 
the  offer  has  been  made,  or  which  is  brought  to  his 


•McMUlan  ▼.  Ames.  88  Minn.  257,  22  N. 
W.  Rep.  812;  O'Brien  ▼.  Boland,  186  Mass. 
481,  44  N.  B.  Rep.  802. 

1  oCroclcer  ▼.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  Conn.  281; 
Faulkner  ▼.  Hebard,  28  Vt.  4Xi&;  McCatter 
V.  New  York,  8b  Barb.  809.  87  N.  Y.  826; 
Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Bartlett,  3  Gush. 
224;  Werden  y.  Woodruff,  88  Mich.  190; 
Sherwin  y.  National  Cash- Reg.  Co.,  5 
Cok).  (App.)  18S,  88  Pac.  Rep.  802. 

Where  the  offer  is  made  by  mail,  a  sec- 
ond letter  sent  by  the  same  post  and  deliv- 
ered at  the  same  time  with  the  first  letter 
^herwin  ▼.  National  Cash-Reffister  Co.,  5 
Colo.  App.  188,  88  Pac.  802;  Dunsmore  y. 
Alexander,  9  Shaw  D.  A.  B.  190),  or  a  let- 
ter or  telcffram  receiyed  by  the  offeree  be- 
fore he  has  posted  his  acceptance  would  be 
sufficient.  (Re  London,  etc.,  Bank,  81  L. 
T.  Rep.  N.  S.  512.) 

The  case  of  Cooke  y.  Oxley,  8  T.  R.  888, 
1  Rcy.  Rep.  788,  has  been  often  criticised. 
In  this  case  the  declaration  was  that  the 
defendant  proposed  to  sell  and  deliver  a 
certain  number  of  hofsheads  of  tobacco  to 
the  plaintiff  at  a  certain  price,  whereupon 
the  plaintiff  dedred  the  defendant  to  give 
him  time  to  agree  to  or  dissent  from  the 
proposal  till  the  hour  of  four  in  the  after- 
noon ot  that  day,  to  which  the  defendant 
ureed,  and  thereupon  promised  the  plain- 
tiff  to  sell  and  deliver  the  tobacco  upon  the 
terms  aforesaid,  if  the  plaintiff  would 
agree  to  purchase  the  same  and  give  notice 
to  the  defendant  before  four  in  the  after- 
noon of  that  day.  The  plaintiff  then 
averred  that  he  agreed  to  purchase  the  to- 
bacco auid  give  notice  thereof  to  the  de- 
fendant before  the  hour  of  four  arrived, 
and  offered  to  pay  the  price,  but  that  the 
defendant  refused    to  comply   with   his 

Komlse.    A  verdict  having  been  rendered 
r  the  plaintiff  the  judgment  was  arrest- 
ed.   Some  American   Judges,  construing 


the  decision  to  be  that  where  an  offer  gives 
a  specified  time  for  acceptance  an  accept- 
ance within  that  time  does  not  make  a 
binding  agreement,  have  ruled,  citing  it  as 
authority,  that  notice  of  the  revocation  of 
an  offer  is  not  necessary.  See  Bean  v. 
Burbank,  16  Me.  468,  83  Am.  Dec.  881; 
Tucker  v.  Woods,  12  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  190,  7 
Am.  Dec.  306;  Gillespie  v.  Bdmonston,  11 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  668.  But  the  decision 
turned  on  a  point  of  pleading.  The  con- 
tract declarea  on,  that  the  defendant  would 
give  the  plaintiff  until  four  in  the  afternoon 
to  decide,  was  clearly  not  a  binding  con- 
tract at  all,  and  the  declaration  did  not 
show  with  sufficient  distinctness  that  the 
defendant  had  not  withdrawn  the  offer  be- 
fore the  plaintiff  notified  him  of  the  ac- 
ceptance. The  case  is  explained  in  a  later 
English  case  where  the  court  sajrs  in  sub- 
stance: All  that  Cooke  v.  Oxley,  8  T.  R. 
668, 1  Rev.  Rep.  783,  aflSrms  is,  that  a  party 
who  gives  time  to  another  to  accept  or  re- 
ject a  proposal  is  not  bound  to  wait  till  the 
time  expires.  The  offer  may  be  revoked 
before  acceptance.  If  the  offer  is  not  re- 
tracted, it  is  in  force  as  a  continuing  offer 
until  the  time  for  accepting  or  rejecting  it 
has  arrived.  Stevenson  v.  McLean,  6  Q. 
B.  D.  846.  And  in  Boston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
Bartlett,  8  Cush.  224,  228,  Fletcher,  J., says: 
**The  case  of  Cooke  v.  Oxley.  8  T.  R.  868, 
1  Rev.  Kep.  788,  ....  has  been  sup- 
posed to  be  inaccurately  reported;  and  that 
in  fact  there  was  in  that  case  no  accept- 
ance. But,  however  that  may  be,  if  the 
case  has  not  been  directlv  overruled,  it  has 
certainly  in  later  cases  been  entirely  dis- 
regarded, and  can  not  now  be  considered 
as  of  any  authority.** 

iiLarmon  V.  Jordon,  66  111.  804;  Moore 
V.  Pierson,  8  Iowa  278;  Hamilton  v.  Ly- 
coming Ins.  Co.,  6  Pa.  St.  889;  Averill  v. 
Hedge,  12  Conn.  494. 
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knowledge  after  he  has  communicated  his  acceptance  of 
the  o£fer,  is  altogether  inoperative;  as  in  the  case  of  a 
letter  of  revocation  not  delivered  until  after  the  offer 
contained  in  a  former  letter  has  been  accepted  by  post- 
ing the  letter  of  acceptance,  although  it  may  have  been 
posted  before  the  acceptance  of  the  offer  was  mailed.^  ^ 
In  Bryne  v.  Yon  Tienhoven^^^  the  defendant  writing 
from  O  on  October  Ist,  made  an  offer  to  the  plaintiff 
asking  for  a  reply  by  cabla  The  plaintiff  received  the 
offer  on  the  11th,  and  at  once  accepted  in  the  manner  re- 
quested. On  the  8th  the  defendant  had  posted  a  letter 
revoking  his  offer.  It  was  held  that  an  acceptance  made 
by  post  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  a  letter  of  revoca- 
tion is  on  its  way,  the  court  saying : 

"If  the  defendant's  contention  were  to  prevail  no  person  who  had 
received  an  offer  by  post  and  had  accepted  it,  would  know  his  posi- 
tion until  he  had  waited  such  time  as  to  be  quite  sure  that  a  letter 
withdrawing  the  offer  had  not  been  posted  before  his  acceptance  of 
it.  It  appears  to  me  that  both  legal  principle  and  practical  conven- 
ience require  that  a  person  who  has  accepted  an  offer  not  known  to 
him  to  have  been  revoked,  shall  be  in  a  position  safely  to  act  upon 
the  footing  that  the  offer  and  acceptance  constitute  a  contract  bind- 
ing on  both  parties." 

A  formal  notice  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  consti- 
ute  a  communicated  revocation.  It  is  sufficient  that 
the  person  making  the  offer  does  some  act  inconsistent 
with  it  and  making  performance  on  his  part  impossi- 
ble, as  for  example,  selling  the  property  in  question  to 
another  purchaser,  and  that  the  person  to  whom  the  of- 
fer was  made  has  knowledge  of  such  act.^* 


i*Kempner  ▼.  Cohn,  47  Ark.  519;  Averili 
V.  Hedees,  18  Conn.  424;  Lannon  v.  Tor- 
^on,  W  111.  204;  GrcRff  v.  Wooliscrofi,  58 
111.  App.  214:  Moore  v.  Pierson,  6  Iowa  279, 
71  Am.  Dec.  409;  Wheat  v.  Cross,  81  Md. 
09, 1  Am.  Rep.  38;  Stockbam  v.  Stockham, 
83  Md.  196;  Brauer  v.  Shaw.  168  Mass.  196, 
46  N.  E.  617, 60  Am.  St.  Rep.  878;  Peck  v. 
Freese.  101  Mich.  321,  BO  N.  W.  600;  Wil- 
cox y.  Cline,  70  Mich.  617;  Livingston  ▼. 
In^.  Co.,  48  Mo.  201;  Hamilton  v.  Lycom- 
\tig  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  5  Pa.  St.  389;  Patrick  y. 
/     Bowman,  149  U.  S.  411;  Steyenson  y.  Mc- 
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Lean,  6  Q.  B.  D.  846;  Henthom  y.  Fraxer, 
(1892y2Ch.  87,61  L.  J.  Ch.  878;  Byrne  y. 
Van  Tienhoyen,  5  C.  P.  D.  844. 

1  »5  C,  P.  D.  844. 

i«Kempnery.  Cohn,  47  Ark.  610,  1  S. 
W.  Rep.  809, 66  Am.  Rep.  776;  Coleman  y. 
Applegarth,  68  Md.  31, 11  Atl.  Rep.  284, 6 
Am.  St.  Rep.  417;  Wheat  y.  Cross,  81  Md. 
99, 1  Am.  Rep.  38:  Peck  y.  Freeze,  101 
Mich.  821,  59  N.  W.  R.  600;  Dickinson  y. 
Dodds,  8  Ch.  D.  468;  Craig  y.  Harper.  8 
Cush.  166. 


CH.  I.]  THE  AGREEMENT.  33  § 

A  general  offer  to  the  public  may  be  revoked  with- 
out actual  notice  to  the  party  who  may  afterwards  ac- 
cept it  without  knowing  of  its  revocation  or  withdrawal, 
if  the  revocation  be  made  in  the  same  way  as  the  offer 
was  made.^^  In  Shuey  v.  United  Staies^^  the  government 
by  a  published  proclamation  had  offered  a  reward  for 
information  which  would  lead  to  the  arrest  of  a  certain 
criminal.  It  was  afterwards  withdrawn  by  the  same 
kind  of  notice.  S  afterwards  and  not  knowing  of  the 
revocation  gave  the  information.  But  it  was  held  that 
there  was  no  agreement  to  pay  the  reward.  Said  the 
court: 

"There  was  no  contract  until  its  terms  were  compUed  with.  Ldke 
any  other  offer  of  a  contract  it  might  therefore  be  withdrawn  before 

rights  had  accrued  under  it. True  it  is  found  that  then, 

and  at  aU  times  until  the  arrest  was  actually  made,  hjB  was  ignorant 
of  the  withdrawal;  but  that  is  an  immaterial  fact  The  offer  of  the 
reward  not  having  been  made  to  him  directly,  but  by  means  of  a 
published  proclamation,  he  should  haye  known  that  it  could  be  re- 
voked in  the  manner  in  which  it  was  made." 

For  the  same  reason^  offers  contained  in  time  tables 
published  by  railroads  may  be  withdrawn  by  notice  to 
that  effect  given  in  such  subsequent  publications." 

§33.        By  Rejection  or  Conditional  Acceptance, 

If  the  offer  made  is  rejected,  the  party  making  it  is 
relieved  from  liability  on  that  offer  and  the  party  who 
has  rejected  it  cannot  afterwards  at  his  option  convert 
the  same  offer  into  an  agreement  by  acceptance;  to  do 
so  he  must  have  the  renewed  consent  of  the  person  who 
made  the  offer.^  A  conditional  acceptance  or  an  ac- 
-ceptance  not  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  offer 

» sShuey  v.  U.  S.,  92  U.  S.  73.  »  James  v.  Darby,  xoo  Fed.  Rep.  m8, 

1  eSuora  '^9:  Sheffield  Canal  Co.  v  R.  R.  Co.'  8  Rail. 

,,c             r.   i-      tA  All       ^.o  i»  A            Gas.  182;  Davis  v.  Parrish.  Litt.  Sel.  Gas. 

1  TSeari  v.  R.  Co.,  14  Allen  483.  98  Am.       158;  12  Am.  Dec.  287. 
Dec.  J80. 
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has  the  same  effect;  it  is,  a  counter-proposal  and  a  vir- 
tual rejection  of  the  original  offer.*  Therefore  a  sub- 
sequent acceptance  of  the  original  proposal  operates, 
only  as  a  new  counter-proposal  which  the  original  pro- 
poser may  either  accept  or  reject'  In  Hyde  v.  Waerch,^ 
A  proposed  to  sell  a  farm  to  B  for  £1,000 ;  B  said  he 
would  give  £950.  A  refu&ed  this  offer,  and  then  B 
said  that  he  was  willing  to  give  £1,000.  A  was  no* 
longer  ready  to  adhere  to  his  original  proposal  and  B 
endeavored  to  obtain  specific  performance  of  the  alleged 
contract.  But  it  was  held  that  his  offer  to  buy  at  £950 
in  answer  to  A's  offer  to  sell  for  £1,000  was  a  refusal  of 
the  offer  of  A  and  a  counter-proposal  and  that  he  could 
not  after  this  without  A's  consent  hold  him  to  his  origi- 
nal offer. 

To  constitute  a  rejection  of  the  offer  there  must  be  a 
distinct  counter-proposition.  A  mere  inquiry  whether 
the  offerer  would  change  his  terms,  will  not  be  a  rejec- 
tion of  the  original  offer  so  as  to  prevent  a  subsequent 
acceptance  of  it*^  Nor  will  an  inquiry  as  to  how  remit- 
tance shall  be  made,®  or  a  suggestion  that  the  business- 
shall  be  transacted  through  a  bank  instead  of  a  person,^ 
and  an  immaterial  condition  does  not  constitute  a  re^ 
jection.® 


>  Gallaijrher  v.  Gas  Lifpht  Co.,  141  Cal. 
e09,  75  Pac.  Rep.  829. 

s  Carr  v.  Duval,l4  Pet.  77; Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hall.lOl  U.  S.  00;  Minn,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
MiU  Co.,  119  U.  S.  147;  Coranells  ▼.  Kren- 
gel,  41  111.  894:  Fox  v.  Turner,  1  111.  App. 
169:  Smith  ▼.  Wetherell,  4  111.  App.  065;  Bs- 
mayy.  Gorton,  18111,  48;  Jennen  v.  Mt. 
Hope  Iron  Co.,  68  Me.  90;  Northwestern 
Iron  Co.,  V.  Meade.  81  Wit.  474,  94  Am. 
Dec.  667;  Clay  v.  Ricketts,  06  la.  868, 83  N. 
W.  Rep.  766. 

4  3  Beav.  334. 

9  Stevenson  y.  McLean,  6  Q.  B.  D.  346. 

•  Clark  V.  Dales,  80  Barb.  48. 

t  Brisban  v.  Boyd, 4 Paige  (N.  Y.)  17; and 
see  Stotesbury  v.  Massenirale,  13  Mo.  (App.) 
381;  Brown  v.  Cairns,  63  Kan.  803.  66  Pac. 
Rep.  1083. 
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8  Brisban  v.  Boyd,  4  Paige  17/  Gibbins 
V.  Northeastern  Metropolitan  Asylum 
Dist.,  11  Beav.  1;  Clive  v.  Beaumont,  1  De- 
G.  &  Sm.  897, 18  Jur.  896;  Bonnerve  v.  Jen- 
kins, 8  Ch.  D.  70.  In  this  case  the  agent  of 
an  intending  purchaser  haying  made  an 
oiler  for  the  property  received  in  reply  a 
letter  from  tne  vendor's  a^ent  accepting 
the  offer  and  fixing  a  time  tor  signing  the- 
contract.  The  purchaser's  agent  not  ap- 
pearing at  the  time  named  the  vendor  refus- 
ed to  complete.  But  it  was  held  that  this 
was  no  defense.  The  naming  of  the  time 
did  not  make  the  acceptance  a  condition- 
al  one.  So  if  the  letter  shows  a  complete 
contract,  it  will  take  effect  in  spite  of  a 
statement  in  the  acceptance  that  a  formal 
contract  wiil  be  drawn  up.  Green  v.  Cole,. 
108  Mo.  76:  Bonnerve  v.  Jenkins,  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  D.  70;  Blaney  t.  Hope,  14  Ohio  St.  898; 
Mackey  v.  Mackey,  89  Gratt.  156;    Bell  v: 
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§34.        By  La/pae  of  Time. 

If  the  offerer  has  prescribed  in  the  oflfer  the  time 
within  which  it  is  to  be  in  force,  on  the  expiration  of 
that  time  it  comes  to  an  end  without  any  further  act  or 
notice  on  his  part* 

If  no  time  is  fixed  within  which  the  oflfer  is  to  be  ac- 
cepted, it  will  lapse  after  the  expiration  of  a  reasonable 
time.^  The  person  who  makes  the  oflfer  is  presumed  to  act 
in  view  of  existing  circumstances^  and  the  person  to 
whom  it  is  addressed  ought  not  to  lie  by  until  these 
have  changed.  He  must  therefore  decide  forthwith; 
otherwise  an  oflfer  might  be  accepted  after  the  lapse  of 
months  or  years,  and  when  the  state  of  things  was  no 
longer  the  sama 

What  is  a  reasonable  time  will  depend  on  the  nature 
of  the  oflfer  and  the  surrounding  circumstances.*  An 
oflfer  to  buy  or  sell  land  would  not  require  so  prompt  an 
acceptance  as  an  oflfer  to  buy  or  sell  chattels,  corporate 
stock,  etc.,  of  a  perishable  character  or  of  fluctuating 
value.*     So  if  an  article  is  oflfered  for  sale  to-day  at  a 


Offuu,  10  Bush.  688:  Allen  y.  Chouteau,  ite 
Mo.  809.  When  laud  is  offered  for  sale  by 
letter,  accepunce  specifying  that  payment 
is  to  be  made  at  the  place  of  the  purchaser's 
residence  is  not  unconditional,  the  terms  of 
the  offer  entitle  the  vendor  to  payment  at 
his  own  place  of  residence.  Baicer  y.  Holt, 
60  Wis.  100;  Sawyer  v.  Brossart.  87  Iowa 
078:  Northwestern  Iron  Co.  y.  Meade,  81 
Wb.  474;  Gilbert  v.  Baxter,  82  N.  W.  Rep. 
Ha.)  804;  Maynard  y.  Tabor,  58  Me.  611; 
Fenno  v.  Weston,  81  Vt.  845;  Siebold  y. 
Davis,  07  la.  800:  Langellier  v.  Schaefer, 
30  Minn.  301, 81  N.  W.  Rep.  090. 

1  Longworth  v.  Mitchell,  20  Ohio  St.  884; 
Potu  V.  Whitehead,  20  N.  J.  Bq. 56, 69:  Mac- 
lay  v.  Harvey,  00  111.  526,  8S  Am.  Rep.  86; 
Stembridire  v.  Stembridjre,  87  Kv.  01,  7  S. 
W.  Rep. Oil; Home  V.  Niver,  108  Mass.  4, 
40  N.  B.  Rep.  893:  Cannon  River  Manufac- 
turers* Avw>c.v.  Rogers,  42  Minn.  188,44  N. 
W.  Rep.  798 ;  Richardson  v.Hardwick,  100 
U.  S. ««. 

>  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Dane,  43  N. 
Y.  941;  Park  V.  Whitney,  148  Mass.  278,  19 


N.  B.  Rep.  104;  Batterman  v.  Morford,  70 
N.  Y.  OSS;  Stone  v.  Harman,  81  Minn.  812 
Ferrier  v.  Storer,  03  Ia.484;  Sberley  v.Pehl, 
84  Wis.  40.  64  N.  W.  Rep.  907:  Ortman  v. 
Weaver,  11  Fed.  Rep.  868*  Larmon  v.  Jord- 
an. 60  111.  204;  Bruner  v.  Wheaton,  46  Mo. 
808;  Omaha  L.  AT.Co.  v.  Goodman, OS  Neb. 
197,  80  N.  W.  Rep;  1068;  Morse  v.  Bel- 
lows, 7  N.  H.  649,  ^  Am.  Dec. 878:  Hallock 
V.  Commercial  Ins.  Co.  80  N.  J.  L.  208. 

3  Averill  v.  Hedge.  18  Conn.4S4:  Troun- 
stine  V.  Sellers,  %  Kan.  407;  Larmon  v. 
Jordon.  60  III.  804:  Morse  v.  Bellows,  7  N. 
Rep.  H.  640.  28  Am.  768;  Crabtree  v.  St. 
Paul  Opera  House  Co.,  39  Fed.  746;  Min- 
nesou  Linseed  Oil  Co.  v.  Collier  White 
LeadCo.,4  Dill.  431;  Ramsgate  Hotel  Co. 
V.  Montfiore.  L.  R.  1  Bzch.  109. 

4  Kempner  v.  Cohn.  47  Arlc.  519. 1  S.  W. 
Rep.  809, 48  Am.  Rep.  776;  Hill  v.  Mathews, 
78  Mich.  877,  44  N.  W.  Rep.  380:  McCrack- 
on  v.  Hared.  60  N.  J.  L.  87. 48  Atl.  Rep.  618; 
Hawkinson  v.  Harmon,  69  Wis.  561,  86  N. 
W.  Rep.  28:  Minnesota  Linseed  Oil  Co.  v. 
Collier  White  Lead  Co.,  4  Dill.  481. 
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certain  price,  and  the  buyer  does  not  agree  and  goes 
away  a  larger  sum  may  be  asked  to-morrow  when  he  re- 
turns prepared  to  buy.' 

An  offer  to  sell  goods  sent  through  the  mail  must  be 
accepted  by  the  first  post  which  leaves  during  business 
hours  of  the  day  after  it  is  received;  and  if  it  be  not, 
the  offerer  may  dispose,  of  the  goods  as  he  thinks 
proper.®  The  use  of  the  telegraph  to  make  the  offer  im- 
plies a  still  shorter  limitation  of  time,  and  hence  it  has 
been  held  that  an  offer  made  by  wire  on  one  day  could 
not  be  accepted  by  letter  nor  by  a  tel^ram  the  next 
day.^ 

The  rule  is  the  same  where  the  offer  is  for  an  act 
and  not  for  a  promise.^  In  Massachusetts,  a  reward  for 
the  arrest  of  a  criminal  was  held  to  haxeApso  facto  ex- 
pired after  a  reasonable  time,  although  never  actually 
withdrawn,  and  that  one  who  had  arrested  a  criminal 
three  years  after  its  publication  was  not  entitled  to 
avail  himself  of  the  offer.* 

§35.         By  Death. 

The  death  of  either  party  before  acceptance  of  the  of- 
fer terminates  it*  The  continuance  of  an  offer  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  constant  repetition  of  it,  which  necessa- 
rily requires  some  one  capable  of  making  a  repetition.^ 
Hence  an  acceptance  communicated  to  the  representa- 


s  Johnson  ▼.  Penler,  7  Watts,  48,  32  Am. 
Dec.  788. 

«  Maclay  v.  Harvey,  00  111.  525,  SS  Am* 
Rep.  SS;  Bernard  v.  Torrance,  5  Gill  &  J. 
888;  Kaple  Mill  Co.  v.  Caven,  76  Mo.  App. 
468;  Batterman  v.  Morford,  76  N.  Y.  622; 
Taylor  v.  Bennie,  .36  Barb.  272;  Ortman  v. 
Weaver,  11  Fed.  858;  Dunlop  v.  HigffinB,  1 
H.  L.  Gas.  881.  l2Jur.  296. 

7  Quenerduaine  v.  Cole,  82  Wkly.  Rep. 
186;  James  v.  Marion  Fruit  Jar  &  Bottle 
Co.,  69  Mo.  App.  207. 

8  Ramsffate  Hotel  Co.  v.  Montfiore.  L.  R. 
Bx.  101;  LoTing  v.  Boston,  7  Mete.  407. 
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9  Lorinfi^  v.  Boston,  supra;  but  see  re  Kel- 
ley,  S9  Conn.  159. 

1  Holfenstein's  BsUte,  77  Pa.St.  328;  Wal- 
lace v.  Townsend,  48  Ohio  St.  687,  54  Am. 
Rep.  829;  Pratt  v.  Trustees,  98  111.  478,  84 
Am.  Dec.  187;  Frith  v.  Lawrence,  1  Paifre 
484;  Twenty-third  Street  Bjiptist  Church  v. 
Cornell,  117  N.  Y.  601.  28  N.  E.  Rep.  177,28 
N.  Y.  St.  482;Mactier  v.  Frith, 6  Wend.  108. 
Marr  v.  Shaw.  61  Fed.  Rep.  860;  Blades  v. 
Free.  9  B.  &  C.  167:  Dickerson  v.  Dodds,  2 
Ch.  D.  468.  So  does  the  insanity  of  the  offer- 
er. Beach  v.  First  M.  B.  Church,  96  111.  177. 

2  Pratt  V.  Trustees,  08  111.  478. 


CH.  I.]  THE  AQBEEMENT.  §    37 

tiyes  of  the  maker  of  an  offer  cannot  bind  him.  And 
since  an  offer  unaccepted  creates  no  rights,  it  can  trans- 
mit none  to  the  representatives  of  the  person  to  whom 
the  offer  is  made,  and  they  have  no  power  to  accept  it 
on  behalf  of  his  estate.'  But  in  the  case  of  contracts 
made  through  the  mail  where,  as  we  have  seen,  the  of- 
ferer by  using  the  post-office  makes  it  his  agent  to  re- 
ceive the  acceptance,  the  death  of  either  party  after  the 
acceptance  was  mailed  but  before  the  letter  could  reach 
the  offerer,  would  not  affect  the  case,  the  contract  be- 
ing complete  the  moment  the  acceptance  was  mailed.^ 

§36.    By  Cha/nge  of  Circumata/nces. 

An  offer  may  lapse  from  a  change  of  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  was  made.  The  destruction  of 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract ;  the  dissolution  of  a 
partnership  to  whom  or  by  whom  it  was  made  ;*  a  change 
in  the  physical  condition  of  one  to  whom  an  offer  to  in- 
sure his  life  has  been  made;*  the  bankruptcy  of  one  of 
the  parties  which  transfers  all  his  property  to  trustees,* 
have  been  held  to  cause  the  offer  to  come  to  an  end. 

'    §37.    Revocation  of  Acceptcmce. 

An  acceptance  may  be  revoked  by  a  communication 
to  that  effect  before  the  acceptance  is  communicated, 
but  not  after.^  In  Scotland  it  has  been  held  that  if 
notice  of  the  retraction  of  an  acceptance  is  received  be- 
fore or  at  the  time  of  the  notice  of  acceptance,  there  is 

a  Sutherland  v.  Perkins,  75  111.  S38.  Fed.   631;  Cannin{r  v.  Farqahar,   16  Q.  B. 

*  Mactier  v.  Frith,  6  Wend.  108,  «  Am.  D.  727,  66  L.  J.  QrB.  226. 

Dec.  a08.  3  Meynell  v.  Surtees,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  737.  26 

1  Goodflpeed  v.  Wiard  Plow  Co.,46  Mich.  L.  J.  Ch.  267. 

382,  7  N.  W.  Rep.  902.  i  Potter  v.  Sanders,  6  Hare  1;  Com.  Ins. 

«  Bquiuble  L.  Assur.  Co.  v.  McBlroy,  88       gj;.  ^0"^"°^*^'  ^  ^'  ^'  ^^'^  ^' ""  ^"• 
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no  agreement.^  But  under  the  decisions  in  the  United 
States  and  England,  as  the  posting  of  the  acceptance  is 
equivalent  to  communication,  to  post  a  second  letter  a 
moment  aft^  the  first  is  mailed,  or  to  send  a  telegram 
to  the  offerer,  informing  him  that  the  acceptance  just 
mailed  is  revoked,  would  be  of  no  avail. 

§38.     Time  and  Place. 

The  contract  arising  from  agreement  dates  from  its 
acceptance  and  not  from  the  time  of  the  offer.*  It  is 
considered  as  made  at  the  place  where  the  acceptance 
is  given.* 


'Dunmore  y.  Alexander,  0  Shaw  D.  9l  B.  Connor,  SO  Q.  B.  D.  540.  A  in  X  county 

106.  lelephones  an  offer  to  B,  who  is  in  Z  ooua- 

1  Leake  Contr.  48;    McDonald  v.  Fern-  ty»»«»d  who  accepts  bj  telephone.  The  con- 

auld.  68  N.  H.  171. 38  N.  E.  Rep.  7S0.  {fact  ta  made  in  2  county  Bank  v.  Spcrry 

•  T     1./-     .     AA  r\  j»      n£      AT  Co.,  74  Pac.  Rep.  855  (Cal.). 

>  LeakeContr.  40;Dodv.  Bonafee,6La.  k        x       / 

Ann.  568,  54  Am.  Dec.  566;  Cowan  v.  O* 
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EXPRESS  AND  IMPLIED  CONTRACTS. 
SBcnoif  39.  Contracts  Bzpress  or  Implied— Quasi  or  Mixed. 
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42.  Without  Request  or  Assent  No  Agreement. 
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60.  Walylng  Tort  and    Suing  in  Contract. 

61.  Voluntary  Pasrment  not  Recoyerable. 

62.  Money  Paid  Under  Compulsion  or  Duress. 
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64.  Payment  Under  Mistake  of  Fact. 
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66.  Money  Paid  Under  Illegal  Agreement. 
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68.  Where  Default  in  Performance  Willful. 
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§39.     Contracts  Express  or  Implied. 

According  to  the  manner  in  which  the  agreement   is 
formed,  contracts  are  either  express  or  implied. 
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§39 


EXPRESS  AND  IMPLIED  CONTRACTS. 


PART  I. 


An  express  contract  is  one  where  the  intention  of  the 
parties  and  terms  of  the  agreement  are  declared  or  ex- 
pressed by  the  parties^  in  writing  or  orally,  at  the  time 
it  is  entered  into.^  An  implied  contract  is  one 
where  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  not  expressed,  but 
an  agreement  in  fact,  creating  an  obligation,  is  implied 
or  presumed  from  their  acts.^ 

The  only  difference  between  an  express  and  an  implied 
contract  is  in  the  mode  of  proof.^  Whether  the  con- 
tract be  proved  by  evidence,  direct  or  circumstantial, 
the  legal  consequences  are  the  same.*  A  promise  will 
not  be  implied  where  there  is  an  express  contract  cover- 
ing the  subject-matter.^  Yet  where  an  express  promise 
( not  under  seal )  contains  nothing  more  than  the  law 
will  imply,  the  action  may  be  brought  on  the  implied 
promise.® 

A  qudsi  or  constructive  contract  is  where  the  law  cre- 
ates a  promise  regardless  of  the  intention  of  the  party. 

Contracts  may  also  be  of  a  mixed  character  in  respect 
of  the  mode  of  making  them ;  that  is  to  say,  partly  ex- 
pressed in  words,  and  partly  implied  from  the  acts  of 
the  parties  and  the  circumstances  and  necessities  of  the 
case.  What  is  implied  in  an  express  contract  is  as 
much  a  part  of  it  as  what  is  expressed.     And  every  con- 


1  HertzoR  v.  Hertzog,  29  Pa.  St.  466; 
Thompson  v.  Woodruff,  7  Coldw.  401. 

s  Hertzog  y.  Hertzofr,  80  Pa.  St.  466; 
Bixby  ▼.  Moore,  61  N.  H.  403;  People  ▼, 
Speir,  77  N.  Y.  144;  Thompson  v.  Wood- 
ruff, 7  Coldw.  407,  410;  Columbus,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  V.  Gaffney,  66  Ohio  St.  104,  61  N.  B. 
Rep.  158. 

s  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Church  v.  Imp.  Gas 
Light  Co.,  6  Ad.  A  Ell.  846;  Montgomery 
V.  Montgomery  Waterworks.  77  Aui.  248. 

4  Marzetti  y.  Williams,  1  B.  &  Adol.  486; 
Day  V.  Caton,  119  Mass.  618.  80  Am.  Rep. 
347;  Seals  y.  Edmonson,  78  Ala.  896, 49  Am. 
Rep.  61.  "Wheneyer  circumstances  arise 
in  the  ordinary  business  of  life  in  which  if 
two  persons  were  ordinarily  honest  and 
careful  the  one  of  them  would  make  a  prom- 
ise to  the  other  it  may  properly  be  interred 
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that  both  of  them  understood  that  such  a 
promise  was  giyen  and  accepted."  Esber 
M.  R..  in  Ex  parte  Ford,  16  Q.  B.  Diy.  307. 

9  Phelps  y.  Sheldon,  18  Pick.  60.  28  Am. 
Dec.  659:  Ring  y.  Woodruff.  33  Conn.  66, 
60  Am.  Dec.  (h6;  North  y.  Nichols,  87 Conn. 
875;  Walker  y.  Brown,  88  111.  878.  81  Am. 
Dec.  387;  Eggleston  v.  Buck,  34  111.  868; 
Massachusetts  General  Hospital  y.  Fair- 
banks, 189  Mass.  78,  87  Am.  Rep.  308: 
Brown  y.  Fales,  139  Mass.  81;  Dermott  y. 
Jones,  2  Wall,  1;  Voorhees  y.  Combs,  83 
N.  J.  (L.)  494. 

«Gibbs  y.  Bryant,  1  Pick.  118;  Princeton 
Tp.Co.  y.  Gulich.  16  N.  T.  (L.)  161;  Corn- 
wall y.  Guild,  4  Pick.  444;  Bank  y.  Patter- 
son, 7  Cranch.  299;  Maynard  y.  Tidball,  8 
Wis.  34. 


CH.  II.]  EXPBESS  AND  IMPLIED  CONTRACTS. 


§40 


tract  must  be  construed  as  if  those  terms  which  the 
law  will  imply  were  expressly  introduced  into  it.*^ 

(a) 

Implied  Contracts. 

§40.     Acceptance  of  Goods  or  Services. 

Where  one  offers  his  goods  or  services  under  such  cir- 
cumstances that  he  obviously  expects  to  be  paid  for 
them,  the  agreement  arises  when  the  labor  or  goods  are 
accepted  by  the  person  to  whom  they  are  offered,  and 
he  by  his  acceptance  becomes  bound  to  pay  a  reasonable 
price  for  them.^  "If  I  take  up  wares  from  a  tradesman 
without  any  agreement  of  price,  the  law  concludes  that 
I  contracted  to  pay  their  real  value.^'*  So  if  a  person 
continues  to  receive  a  new^spaper  or  periodical  sent 
through  the  post-office,  he  is  liable  for  the  subscription 
prica*  So  if  A  sees  B  doing  work  for  him  under  such 
circumstances  that  no  reasonable  man  would  suppose 
that  B  meant  to  do  the  work  for  nothing,  A  will  be  lia- 
ble for  its  valua* 

But  it  must  appear  that  A  knew  that  B  was  looking 
to  him  for  the  consideration.  Thus  if  A  employs  C  to 
build  a  house,  and  B  does  the  work,  and  A  has  no  reason 


Tjones  V.  Williams,  130  Mo.  85; 
WUncap  V.  Hughes,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  84, 
Hudson  Canal  Co.  v.  Penn.  Co.,  8 
Wall.  270. 

1  Manhattan  Co.  v.  Weber,  50  N.  Y. 
(811pp.)  43;  Hobbs  V.  Maasasoit  whip  Co., 
156  Mass.  194;  Low  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  45  N.  H. 
870;  Chiniquv  ▼.  Deliere,  87  III.  887:  De 
Wolfv.  Chicago,  96  111.  443;  Fraylor  v. 
Sonora  M.  Co.,  17  Cal.  294;  Rvan  v.  Day- 
ton, ft  Conn.188,  65Am.Dec.  560;  Robinson 
v.Cushman,  S  Deniol49:8prague  v.  Waldo, 
38  Vt.  187;  Watson  ▼.  Ricnmond  College, 
41  Mo.  8(»:  Hart  ▼.  Hess,  41  Mo.  441;  Mor- 
ris ▼.  Barnes,  85  Mo.  412;  Bennett  v.  Ste- 
phens, 8  Ore.  444;  Dean  v.Hodge,  86  Minn. 
156, »  Am.  Rep.  385;  Riser  v.  Holladay,  89 
Ore.  338, 46  Pac.  Rep.  750;    McMilUn  v. 


Page,  71  Wis.  666;  McClary  v.  R.  Co.,  102 
Mich.  818,  60  N.  W.  Rep.  695. 

<  Hoardley  v.  McLaine,  10  Bing,  468; 
Cincinnati  Gas  Co.  v.  Western  Co.,  152  U. 
S.200. 

3  Ward  V.  Powell,  8  Harr.  TDel.)  379; 
Fogg  V  Portsmouth  Atheneum,  44  N.  H. 
115, 82  Am.  Dec.  191;  So  one  for  whose  bene- 
fit an  advertisement  is  published  where  he 
has  knowledge  of  it  and  makes  no  object- 
ion must  pay  for  it.  Stuckey  v.  Hardy,  15 
Ind.  (App.)  19,  41  N.  E.  Rep.  606. 

«  Hertzog  v.  Hertzog.  89  Pa.  St.  466; 
Curry  v.  Curry,  114  Pa.  St.  867;  Day  v. 
Caton,  119  Mass.  518;  Cicotte  v.  Church, 
of  St  Anne,  60  Mich.  558. 
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to  suppose  B  looks  to  him  for  pay,  but  may  infer  that 
he  is  acting  for  C,  A  is  not  liable  to  B,  for  he  had  no 
contract  with  B,  had  no  reason  to  know  that  he  was 
looking  to  him  for  pay,  but  had  every  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  B  was  working  under  C 

§41.    Agreement  Implied  from  Request. 

A  request  by  one  to  another  to  do  something  for  him 
usually  implies  an  agreement  on  his  part  to  pay  him 
what  his  services  are  reasonably .  worth.^  But  a  mere 
request  (whose  terms  do  not  imply  any  promise  to 
pay)^  is  not  sufficient  to  bind  one,  where  the  service  is 
not  for  his  benefit  or  there  is  no  legal  liability  on  him 
to  have  the  labor  performed,*  or  where  it  was  under- 
stood that  the  service  was  to  be  gratuitous.* 

§42.     Without  Bequest  or  Assent  no  Agreement. 

A  person  cannot  make  another  his  debtor,  for  money 
advanced  or  services  rendered,  without  the  consent  of 
the  party  benefited.  There  must  be  a  previous  request, 
express  or  implied,  or  an  assent  or  sanction  given  after 


5  Woodruff  V.  R.  Co„  108  N.  Y.  39, 14  N. 
E.  Rep.  882:  Llmer  v.  Traders  Co.,  44  W. 
Va.  176,  S8  S.  E.  Rep.  780;  see  post. 
Agency. 

1  Weeks  y.  Holmes,  88  III.  488;  James  v. 
Bixhy.  11  Mass.  84:  Lewis  v.  Trickey,  30 
Barb.  887:  Daugherty  ▼.  Whitehead,  81  Mo. 
S66:  Western  v.  Davis,  24  Me.  874:  Levitt  v. 
MUler,  64  Mo.  (App.)  148. 

s  White  V.  Martin,  88  AU.  174. 

3  Smith  V.  Watson,  14  Vt.  882;  Batchelder 
V .  McKenney,  86  Me.  665;  Norris  v.  Dodge, 
28  Ind.  100:  Boyd  v.  Sappington,  4  Watts 
947.  If  one  calls  in  a  physician  and  requests 
him  to  perform  services  for  another  no   i  m- 

Elied  promise  to  pay  for  them  arises  unless 
is  relation  to  the  patient  is  such  as  to  make 
a  legal  obligation  on  his  part  to  provide  a 
phywcian,  as  when  a  husband  calls  in  a  phy- 
sician to  attend  a  wife,  or  a  father  his  minor 
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child.  Meisenbach  v.  Southern  Cooperage 
Co.,  45  Mo.  (App.)  284:  Willams  v.  Bushe.I, 
37  Miss.  682,  75  Am.  Dec.  88. 

4  Kammerman  v.  Wigginton,70  Mo  (App. ) 
486.  **A  person  says  to  another:  *My  horse 
is  in  sucn  a  stable,  any  time  you  would  like 
to  ride  go  and  take  him,  or  'I  have  such  and 
such  books  in  my  library,  any  time  vou  want 
them  make  ube  of  them.'  To  say  that  such 
use  by  such  permission  raues  an  implied 
contract  to  pay  what  such  use  is  worth  is  not 
susuined  by  law."  Davis  v.  Breon,l  Ariz. 
240,  26  Pac.  Rep.  637.  A  hotel  keeper  invites 
a  female  cousin  to  visit  him  which  she  does 
on  several  occasions,  he  not  presenting  any 
bill  for  her  entertainment  until  some  years 
later.  Held,  that  the  furnishing  of  the  board 
and  lodging  raised  no  implied  promise  to 
pay  for  them.  Danes  v.  Slitor,  91 N.  W.  Rep. 


CH.  II.]  EXPRESS  AND  IMPLIED  CONTRACTS. 


§43 


the  money  is  paid  or  the  act  done.*  Thus  if  one  with- 
out another^s  knowledge  pays  his  debt^  or  improves  his 
house  or  land*  or  other  property,  he  cannot  hold 
him  liable  to  pay ;  nor  does  it  change  the  case  that  he 

has  benefited  by  the  service  which  he  has  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  accepting  or  rejecting.*  As  remarked  by 
Pollock,  C.  B. : 


"Suppose  I  clean  your  property  without  your  knowledge,  have  I 
then  a  claim  on  you  for  payment?  One  cleans  another's  shoes;  what 
can  the  other  do  hut  put  them  on?  Is  that  evidence  of  a  contract  to 
pay  for  the  cleaning/'* 

§43.     Services  Presumed  to  be  for  Hire. 

Where  services  are  rendered  by  one  for  another  they 
are  presumed  to  be  for  hire  and  not  gratuitous.*  But 
there  is  no  presumption  of  this  kind  where  the  parties 
are  members  of  the  same  family  or  near  relatives,*  but 
clear  and  satisfactory  proof  must  be  given  of  a  contract 
to  pay,  or  the  circumstances  must  be  strong  of  an  in- 
tention that  compensation  should  be  made.^ 


1  Bartholomew  v.  Jackson,  20  Johns.  28, 11 
Am.  Dec.S37;  Watkins  v.  Trustees  of  Rich- 
mond CollcRe,  41  Mo.  SOS;  Davis  V.  Breon,  1 
ilriz.240;  Fay  /.Fay, 86 Cent.  L.J.  554*  Meier 
V.Meier,  15  Mo.  (App.)68,88  Mo.  6«6;  Holmes 
V.  Bd.  of  Trade,  81  Mo.  187;  Seals  v.  Ed- 
mondson,  78  Ala.  295, 49  Am.Rep.  295;  Cole- 
man V.  U.  S..  152  U.  S.  9«;  Hartnett  v, 
Christopher.  51  Mo.  (App.)  «4;  Boston  v. 
Dist.  of  Columbia,  19  Ct.  of  CI.  81. 

a  Kenan  v.  Holloway,  16  Ala.  68,  60  Am. 

•  Dec.  162;  Baltimore  v.  Hughes,  1  Gill  &  J. 

(Md.)  480, 19  Am.  Dec.  24.^;  Meier  v.  Meier. 

86M0.666, 15  Mo.App.  68;  Johnson  v.  Royal 

Mail  Steam  Packet  Co.,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  88. 

3  Yeats  V.  Ballentine,  66  Mo.  680;  Boston 
v.  Dist.  of  Columbia,  19  Ct.  of  Cl.81;  Bren- 
nan  v.  Chapin,  19  N.  Y.  (S.)  287;  Mumford 
V.  Brown,  6  Coun.  475.  16  Am.  I>ec.  440; 
Doane  v.  Badger.  12  Mass.  66;  Loring  v.  Ba- 
con, 4  Mass.  575. 

4  Taylor  v.  Laird,  1  H.  &  N.  966,  25  L.  J. 
(Ex.)  829,  ante  p.24;  Thornton  v.Sturgis,  88 
Mich.  698;  Bartholomew  v.  Jack6on,20  John. 
28, 11  Am.  Dec.  287;  Kenan  v.  Holloway, 
16  Ala.  53.  60  Am.  Dec.  102;  Chadwick  v. 
Knox,  81  N .  H .  226, 64  Am.  Dec.  829;  Tascott 
V.  Grace,  12  111.  (AppJ  680;  Muscoit  v. 
Stubbs,  24  Kan.,  520:  Caldwell  v.  Eneas, 
2  Mill  348, 12  Am.  Dec.  681:  Allen  v.  Rich- 


mond College,  41  Mo.  802;  Morris  v.  Barnes 
35  Mo.  412:  Dunbar  v.  Williams,  10  John. 
249;  Manhattan  Fire  Alarm  Co.  v.Weber. 
60  N.  Y.  (S.)  42:  Macknight  Flintrlc  Stone 
Co.  v.  Mayor,  62  N.  Y.  ^upp.)  747. 

»  Taylor  v.  Laird,  1  H.  &  N.  286,  25  L. 
J.  (Ex.)  829. 

1  La wson  Presumptive  Ev.,  47;  Kiser  v. 
Holliday,  28  Ore.  888,  45  Pac.  Rep.  969. 

sLawson  Presumptive  Ev.,  47;  Keegan 
V.  Malone.  6,2  la.  206:  Webster  v.  Wads- 
worth.  14  Ind.  288;  Williams  v.  Hutchin- 
son, 8  N.  Y.  812,  63  Am.  Dec.  301;  Patter- 
son V.  Patterson,  13  Johns.  879:  Ayres  v. 
Hull,  5  Kan.  419;  Hays  v.  McConnell,  42 
Ind.  286;  James  v.  Julen,  34  Cent.  L.  J.  889 
and  note;  Callahan  v.  Riggings,  43  Mo. 
(App.)  180:  Brock  v.  Cox,  88  Mo.  (App.)  40; 
Callahan  v.  Wood,  118  N.  C.  752,  24  S.  E. 
Rep.  542;  Zimmerman  v.  Zimmerman,  129 
Pa.  St.  229, 15  Am.  St.  Rep.  720. 

3Dufley  V.  Duffey,  44  Pa.  St.  397;  521; 
Guild  V.  Guild,  15  Pick.  139;  Fitch  v. 
Peckham,  16  Vt.  160;  Ridgway  v.  English. 
22  N.  J.  (L.)  409:  Reando  v.  Misplay,  90 
Mo.  251,  69  Am.  Rep.  18;  Woods  v.  Land, 
80  Mo.  (App.)  176;  Koch  v.  Hebel,  32  Mo. 
(App.)  108;  Plate  v.  Durst.  42  W.  Va.  68, 
24  S.  E.  Rep.  680. 
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Where  services  are  rendered  without  any  expectation 
of  compensation  and  accepted  with  that  understanding, 
a  promise  to  pay  for  them  cannot  be  implied.*  So  where 
they  are  rendered  in  the  expectation  or  hope  of  receiv- 
ing in  return  a  gift  or  bequest,*  or  other  benefits,* 
no  action  will  lie  against  the  person  benefited  simply 
because  the  plaintiff's  expectations  have  been  disap- 
pointed, unless  the  other  had  actually  agreed  to  pay  for 
them  in  this  way  or  the  circumstances  show  that  such 
was  the  intention  of  both  parties^   , 


(b) 


QUASI  CONTRACTS  OR  CONTRACTS  CREATED  BY  LAW. 

§44.    General  Principles. 

A  quasi  or  constructive  contract  we  have  said  is  when 
the  law  creates  a  promise  r^ardless  of  the  intention  of 
the  party.    In  an  implied  contract,  the  party's  intention 


« Morris  ▼.  Barnes,  86  Mo.  412;  Hertzog: 
V.  HertzofT,  S9  Pa.  St.  466;  Zerrnhn  v.  Dit- 
son,  117  Mass.  668:  Lanf^e  ▼.  Kaiser,  34 
Mich.  817;  Clark  ▼.  Sanborn,  «8  N.  H.  411, 
90  Atl.  Rep.  14;  Re  Hanson,  66  Pac.  Rep. 
14  (Cal.);  Columbus  &  R.  Co.  v.  Gaffney, 
61  N.  B.  Rep.  162  (Ohio). 

sLawson  Rl8[hts,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  %  947; 
Kennard  v.  Whitson,  1  Houst.  86;  Dawson 
y.  Dawson,  18  N.  T.  (Bq.)  S46;  Lee  ▼.  Lee, 
6  G.  &  J.  816;  Little  v.  Dawson.  4  Dall.  Ill; 
Martin  v.  Wright,  18  Wend.  460, 28  Am. 
Dec.  468. 

<  As  for  example  in  expectation  of  mar- 
riacre.  Lefontam  v.  Hayhurst,  80  Me. 
888, 86  AtL  Bep.  6S8;  Clary  v.  Clary,  98 
Me.  280, 44  AtL  Rep.  081  In  a  New  York 
case  (Bristol  v.  Bquitable  Life  Assn.,  182 
N.  T.  264,  80  N.  E.  Rep.  606)  an  inventor 
in  order  to  induce  a  corporation  to  employ 
him  revealed  in  confidence  the  secret  of  a 
valuable  system  of  advertising  which  he 
had  invented.  He  did  not  intend  to  ask 
any  compensation .  He  was  not  emr  loyed 
but  defendant  used  his  ideas.  The  court 
held  that  there  was  no  liability  on  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  for  the  information,  sayine. 
*'A  wishes  to  sell  his  house  and  lot.  B  tells 
him  in  confidence  that  C  desires  to  buy  it, 
and  B  solicits  employment   to  negotiate 
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the  sale.    A  declines,  but,  acting  upon  B's 
communication,  meets  C  and  himself  ne- 

Sotiates  and  closes  the  contract  of  sale. 
\.  has  no  cause  of  action  against  A. 
Simon  V.  Tipton,  21  Ky.  Law  Rep.  167, 
60  S.  W.  Rep.  1106.  He  had  information 
which  he  hoped  to  market,  but  he  parted 
with  it  without  finding  any  market.  The 
plaintiff  himself  communicated  his  system 
to  the  defendant  to  induce  it  to  employ 
him,  and  thub  used  it  as  an  attractive  ad- 
junct to  his  own  self-commendation  or  in 
corroboration  of  it.  He  could  not  induce 
the  defendant  to  adopt  this  system  and  the 
writer  with  it.  Yet  as  the  defendant  acted 
upon  the  hint  the  plaintiff  gave  to  it,  and 
found  it  profitable  to  do  so,  the  plaintiff 
asks  the  defendant  to  pay  him  a  i>er- 
cenugeof  its  profits.  We  do  not  think 
the  complaint  states  a  cause  of  action.*' 
But  see  Thomas  v.  Thomasville  Club,  121 
N.  C.  288,  88  S.  E.   Rep.  393. 

^Carr  V.  Carr,  aoS.  B.  Rep.  gi6  (W. 
Va.);  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  A  Pr..  $  247; 
Martm  v.  Wright,  supra;  Parsell  v.  Styker, 
41  N.  Y.  480;  Reynolds  v.  Robinson,  64  N. 
Y.  688:  Shakespeare  v.  Markham,  10  Hun 
311;  Eagan  v.  KergiU,  1  Dem.  464;  Frost  v. 
Tarr,  58  Ind.  804;  Taylor  v.  Wood,  4  Lea, 
504. 
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is  ascertained  from  his  acts;  in  a  qudsi  contract  his  in- 
tention is  disregarded — the  promise  is  a  mere  fiction  im- 
posed in  order  to  give  a  remedy  to  the  other  party.*  As 
said  in  Sceva  v.  True  -? 


"By  this  is  not  meant,  as  the  defendant's  counsel  seems  to  sap- 
pose,  an  actual  contract, — that  is,  an  actual  meeting  of  the  minds  of 
the  parties,  an  actual  mutual  understanding,  to  be  inferred  from 
language,  acts,  and  circumstances,  by  the  Jury, — ^but  a  contract  and 
promise,  said  to  be  implied  by  the  law,  where,  in  point  of  fact,  there 
was  no  contract,  no  mutual  understanding,  and  so  no  promise.  The 
defendant's  counsel  says  it  is  usurpation  for  the  court  to  hold,  as 
matter  of  law,  that  there  is  a  contract  and  a  promise,  when  all  the 
evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  there  was  not  a  contract,  nor  the 
semblance  of  one.  It  is  doubtless  a  legal  fiction,  invented  and  used 
for  the  sake  of  the  remedy.  If  it  was  originally  usurpation,  cer- 
tainly it  has  now  become  very  inveterate,  and  firmly  fixed  in  the 
body  of  the  law.' 


If 


These  promises  may  be  grouped  under  three  heads. 
( 1 )  Those  founded  upon  a  record.  ( 2 )  Those  founded 
upon  a  public  duty.  (3)  Those  founded  upon  the  doc- 
trine that  one  shall  not  be  allowed  to  enrich  himself  un- 
justly at  the  expense  of  another. 

§45.     Judgments. 

A  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  or- 
dering a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  one  of  two  parties 
to  another,  is  not  only  enforceable  by  the  process  of  the 
court,  but  can  be  sued  upon  as  creating  a  promise  on  the 
part  of  the  person  against  whom  it  is  entered.  As  it 
does  not  rest  upon  the  agreement  of  the  parties  it  is  not 
a  true  contract  though  it  is  frequently  mistakingly  called 
a  contract  of  record.    It  is  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 

1  Hertzogv.Hertzog,29Pa.  St.4e5;Peo-       Weil,  17  N.  Y.  (Supp.)    618;   Hickam  v. 
pie  ▼.  Speir.  77  N.  Y.  144;  Wickham  y.        Hickam,  46  Mo.  (App.)  496. 

<  68  N.  H.  eS7. 
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the  United  States  that  a  judgment  is  not  a  ^^oontracf' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  Mr. 
Justice  Field  saying : 

"A  Judgment  for  damages,  estimated  in  money,  is  sometimes  cal- 
led by  text-writers  a  specialty  or  contract  of  record,  because  it  estab- 
lishes a  legal  obligation  to  pay  the  amount  recovered;  and  by  a  fiction 
of  law  a  promise  to  pay  is  implied  where  such  legal  obligation  ex- 
ists. It  is  on  this  principle  that  an  action  ex  cantradu  lies  upon  a 
Judgment.  But  this  fiction  cannot  conyert  a  transaction  wanting 
the  consent  of  parties  into  one  which  necessarily  implies  it"^ 

It  is  clear  then  that  it  is  a  qtuisi  contractual  and  not  a 
contractual  obligation.^ 

§46.    Public  or  Statutory  Duty. 

Whenever  the  law  creates  a  duty,  it  creates  also  a 
promise  by  the  person  on  whom  the  duty  is  imposed  to 
perform  that  duty.*  Thus  a  common  carrier  intrusted 
with  goods  impliedly  promises  to  carry  and  deliver  them 
safely,*  and  the  same  is  true  of  an  innkeeper  f  a  person 
using  a  toll-gate  promises  to  pay  the  statutory  toll,  even 
though  there  is  a  penalty  for  evading  the  toll  ;*  taxes  may 
be  collected  by  suit  on  an  implied  promise  to  pay  the  col- 
lector f  towns  under  a  statutory  obligation  to  support 
their  paupers  are  liable  on  an  implied  promise  to  re-im- 
burse  other  towns  and  individuals  who  have  furnished 
such  relief.*  In  Steamship  Compa/ny  v.  Joliffe/  a  stat- 
ute provided  for  the  licensing  of  pilots  and  provided  for 
the  fees  for  their  services.    It  likewise  provided   that 

^  Sute  of  Louisiana  v.  New  Orleans,  <  Lawson  Bail.  $  118. 

109  U.  S.  286.  3  Lawson  Bail.  $  78. 

«BiddkMon  v.Whytel  8  Burr  1M5;  State  4  Central  Bridirc  v.  Abbott,  4  Gush.  478; 

V.  New  Orleans.  lOj  U.  S.  286;  O'Brien  v.  New  Albany  PlaSk  Road  v.  Lewis,  49  Ind 

Younff ,  96  N.  Y.  ^28.  161 . 

1  Steamship  Co.  ▼.  Joliffe,  2  Wall.  460:  5  Mete  Contr  fi 

State  V.  New  Orleans,  109  U.  S.  286;  In-  .  tVL.     .         n         ^aa  xm        ^ 

habitants  v.  Com.,  144  Mass.  64;  Woods  v.  *  InhabiUnts  v.  Com.,  144  Mass.  67. 

Ayers,  89  Mich.  846, 38  Am.  Rep.  896 :  Mc-  ?  2  Wall.  460. 
Coun  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  60  N.  Y.  176;  Willard 
V.  Doran  Co.,  1  N.  Y.  (S.)  688. 

56 


CHAP.  II.]     EXPBESS  AND  IMPLIED  CONTBACTS.     §  47 

when  a  vessel  was  spoken  by  a  pilot  and  his  services  were 
declined  the  vessel  should  be  liable  for  half  the  r^ular 
fees.    Said  Mr.  Justice  Field : 

"If  the  services  are  accepted,  a  contract  Is  created  between  the- 
master  or  owner  of  the  yessel  and  the  pilot,  ttie  terms  of  which,  it 
is  tme,  are  fixed  by  the  statute;  but  the  transaction  is  not  less  a  con- 
tract on  that  account.  If  the  services  tendered  are  declined,  the 
half  fees  allowed  are  by  way  of  compensation  for  the  exertions  and 
labor  made  by  the  pilot,  and  the  expenses  and  risks  incurred  by  him 
in  placing  himself  in  a  position  to  render  the  services,  which,  in  the 
majority  of  cases,  would  be  required.  The  transaction,  in  this  lat- 
ter case,  between  the  pilot  and  the  master  or  owners,  can  not  be 
strictly  termed  a  contract,  but  it  is  a  transaction  to  which  the  law 
attaches  similar  consequences;  it  is  a  quasi  contract.  The  absence 
of  assent  on  the  part  of  the  master  or  owner  of  the  vessel  does  not 
change  the  case." 

§47.     Unjust  Enrichment. 

A  promise  is  created  by  the  law  whenever  equity  and 
good  conscience  require  one  and  the  question  is  not 
what  was  the  party's  intention^  but  what  in  equity  and 
good  conscience  he  ought  to  do.^  This  is  said  by  the 
leading  writer  on  the  subject  to  be  the  most  important 
source  of  the  quaBi-contractual  obligation;^  and  in- 
cludes the  obligation  of  an  infant  or  lunatic  or  husband 
to  pay  for  necessaries ;  money  obtained  by  trespass^ 
fraud  or  duress ;  money  paid  under  mistake ;  mon^  paid 
under  an  ill^al  agreement;  benefits  received  under  a 
contract  only  partly  performed ;  money  paid  for  the  use 
of  another,  and  money  paid  under  a  consideration  which 
I\as  failed. 

These  classes  of  quasi  contracts  are  considered  in 
the  remaining  sections  of  this  division. 

iRarle  ▼.  Cobum,  180  Mass.  606:  Turner       man,  26  Iowa  446:  Hagaman  v.  Neitzel,  15- 
V.  Jooet,  1  Lans.  147;  Peterson  v.  Ton,  12       Kan.  888;  Edwards  v.  Culbertson,  111  N. 
Ore.  81;  Gorman  v.  CarrolU  7  Allen  199;       C.  842, 16  S.  B.  Rep.  288. 
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§48.    Infants  and  Insane  Persons — Hushamd  amd  Wife. 

Neither  an  infant  nor  lunatic  can  make  a  binding  con- 
tract^ But  if  eitlier  obtains  necessaries  from  another 
person  though  the  law  will  not  hold  him  on  his  express 
promise  to  pay,  yet  the  party  supplying  them  may  re- 
cover on  a  contract  created  by  law  to  pay  their  reason- 
able value.* 

So  where  a  husband  deserts  his  wife  and  forbids  all 
persons  to  trust  her  on  his  account,  saying  that  he  will 
not  be  liable  for  her  debts ;  nevertheless  the  law  basing 
its  action  on  the  duty  of  the  husband  to  support  his  wife 
creates  a  promise  to  pay  for  all  necessaries  supplied  to 
her.' 

§49.    Money  Obtained  by  Wrongful  Act. 

Where  one  has  wrongfully  or  fraudulently  possessed 
himself  of  money  or  of  goods  which  he  haB  turned  into 
money,  the  rightful  owner,  though  he  has  a  remedy  by 
an  action  of  trespass  or  trover  or  for  damages  suffered 
by  him  through  the  fraud,  may  waive  these  and  sue  for 
the  debt  on  the  promise  which  the  law  implies.^ 

§50.     Waiving  Tort  a/nd  Suing  in  Contract. 

This  is  a  case  where  the  tort  may  be  waived  and  the 
guilty  party,  sued  on  the  promise  which  the  law  cre- 
ates.^    If  a  person  commits  an  assault  upon  another  or 

iSeepost,  Cba.p.  V.  Allen  S68,  80  Am.  Dec.  60;  Western  Ins. 

•See  post,  S§  188, 168.  ^o.  v.  Towle,  66  Wis.  247;  Jones  ▼.  Innes, 

M  Masi^SM'  ^^'  ^^^^^^  v.Reardon.  ,„*^°-  ^'^^^^^^  g  R.  I.  93;  Sbaw  v. 

vo  mass.  o«j.  .^  ^  n    ior   nr  u  Coffin,  SB  Me.  254,  4  Am.  Rep.  290;  Gilmore 

1  Benton  v.  gnffgs,  W  Wall.  125:  Walter  y.  Wilbur,  12  Pick.  120,  22  ^m.  Dec.  410; 

V.  Coleman,  81  111.  880.  25  Am  Rep.  285;  sleeper  v.  Davis,  64  N.  H.  59,  10  Am.  St. 

Magoffin  V.  Muldrow,  12  Mo.  512;  Barnard  Ren  877 
V.  Colwell,  89  Mlcb.  216:  Johnson  v.   Ins.  *^* 

Co.,  89  Mich.  38;  Merriam  v.  Wolcott,  3 
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wrongfully  imprisons  him  or  slanders  him,  the  action 
of  tort  is  the  only  remedy,  while  if  he  steals  his  goods 
and  sells  them  he  may  be  sued  in  contract.'  The  reason 
is  that  in  the  former  cases>  there  is  no  enrichment  of 
the  defendant,  while  in  the  latter  there  is;  and  unjust 
enrichment  is  the  ground  upon  which  this  contractual 
action  is  based.  As  said  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  an  old 
case:* 

"If  It  l8  a  sort  of  Injury  by  which  the  offender  aoqulres  no  gain 
to  himself  at  the  expense  of  the  snfPerer,  as  beating  or  Imprisoning 
a  man,  etc.,  there  the  person  Injured  has  only  a  reparation  for  the 
delictum  In  damages  to  be  assessed  by  a  Jury.  But  where,  beside 
the  crime,  property  Is  acquired  which  benefits  the  testator,  there  an 
action  for  the  yalue  of  the  property  shall  survive  against  the  ex- 
ecutor. As,  for  Instance,  the  executor  shall  not  be  chargeable  for 
the  Injury  done  by  his  testator  In  cutting  down  another  man's  trees, 
but  for  the  benefit  arising  to  his  testator  for  the  value  or  sale  of 
the  trees  he  shall."* 

Where  the  defendant  has  wrongfully  taken  the  prop- 
erty but  instead  of  converting  it  into  money  keeps  it 
or  has  consumed  it^  it  is  held  in  a  few  states  that  the 
tort  can  not  be  waived  and  the  action  brought  on  the 
contract  created  by  law,*^  while  in  the  majority  of  ju- 
risdictions this  distinction  is  repudiated  and  the  action 
in  contract  allowed  where  the  property  has  not  been 
converted  into  money.®      If  the  test  of  the  liability  of 


tDowDBV.  Finnegan,  68  Minn.  118,  69 
N.  W.  Rep.  (168. 

'Hambly  ▼.  Trott,  Cowp.  371. 

«A  wonan  induced  B  to  marry  h^r  by 
falsely  representing  that  she  was  single. 
Held,  that  B  could  not  sue  her  on  a  quasi 
contract  but  that  the  action  must  be  one  in 
tort.  Re  Payne,  66  Conn.  S07,  88  Atl.  Rep. 
MS. 

s  Pike  ▼.  Bright,  29  Ala.  883:  Fuller  y. 
Duren,  38  Ala.  78.76  Am.  Dec.  318;  Bowman 
▼.  Browning,  17  Ark.  699;  Bmerson  v.  Mc- 
Namaua,  41  Me.  666;  Noyes  v.  Lorlng,  66 
Me.  408:  Androscoggin  Co.  ▼.  Metcau,  66 
Me.40;Quimbyv.  Lowell,  48  Atl.  Rep.  908 
<MO:  Jones  v.  Hoar,  6  Pick.  886;  Glass  Co. 
V.  Wolcott,  2  Allen  828:  Smith  ▼.  Smith, 
48  N.  H.  688;  Stearns  ▼.  Dillingham,  88  Vt. 
884. 54  Am.  Dec.  68;  Wendell  v.Noyes,  88  Vt. 


908;  Willett  ▼.  Willett,  8  Watts  877; 
Bethlehem  ▼.  Ins.  Co.,  81  Pa.  St.  446;Tucker 
▼.Tewett  83  Conn.  668;  Sanders  y.  Hamilton, 
8  Dana  660;  Schneizer.  v.  Wetber,  6  Rich. 
(L.)16e. 

«  Russel  V.  Bell,  10  M.  A  W.  846;  Terry 
y.  Manger,  131  N.  Y.  161, 18  Am.  St.  Rep. 
80S;  Lehman  v.Schmidt,  87  Cal.  16:  Newton 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  While,  68  Ga.  396;  T.  W.  R.  Co. 
y.  Chew,  67  111.  378:  Morford  ▼.  White,  58 
Ind.  547;  Fauson  y.  Linsley,  80  Kan.  885; 
Randolph  Iron  Co.v.  Elliott,  84  N.  J.  L.  184; 
Watson  y.  Steyer,  86  Mich.  886:  Moses  y. 
Arnold.  43  Iowa  187;  Budd  y.  Hiler,  87  N. 
J.  L.  43:  Floyd  y.  Wiley,  1  Mo.  480;  Gor- 
don y.  Brun4;r,49  Mo.  570:  Force  y.  Squier, 
183  Mo.  810;  Fiquer  y.  Allison,  18  Mich. 
828, 86  Am.  Dec.  64;  Aldine  Mfg.  Co.  y. 
Barnard,  84  Mich.  638;  Byansy.  Miller 
68     Mass.    180:    Logan    y.     Walter,    76 
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the  defendant  is  his  unjust  enrichment^  it  seems  cleai" 
that  the  minority  rule  has  no  ground  to  support  it. 
Goods  and  chattels  are  riches  as  well  as  sUver  and  gold. 
Suppose  A  wrongfully  takes  from  B  four  horses,  and 
then  giyes  one  to  his  wife  for  love  and  affection,  keeps 
one  for  his  own  use  for  pleasure  riding,  lets  one  to  hire, 
and  sells  one  for  cash,  upon  what  principle  can  it  be 
said  that  there  is  no  enrichment  of  himself  at  the 
owner's  expense  save  in  the  one  case  of  the  cash  re- 
ceived. 

§51,     Voluntary  Payment  Not  Recoverable. 


A  voluntary  payment  made  without  any  circum- 
stances of  compulsion  or  extortion,  and  with  knowledge 
of  all  the  circumstances,  in  discharge  of  a  claim  which 
was  not  due,  or  which  might  have  been  successfully  re- 
sisted, is  not  recoverable.^  .  This  principle  and  the  rea- 
sons therefore  are  clearly  stated  by  Keener  :^ 

"Money  paid  with  knowledge  that  the  payee  Is  not  entitled  thereto 
cannot  be  recovered,  the  law  not  permitting  one  who  knows,  or  be- 
lieves, that  a  claim  is  not  well  founded,  to  make  the  voluntary  pay- 
ment thereof  a  reason  for  appearing  in  court  as  plaintifC.  Since  the 
pajrment  was  unnecessary,  the  plaintiff  must  be  regarded  either  as 
having  intended  to  make  a  gift  of  that  sum  of  money  to  the  defend- 
ant,— ^in  which  event  there  is  no  reason  why  he  should  be  allowed 
to  recover, — or  else  as  attempting  to  shift  his  position  from  that 
of  a  defendant  to  that  of  plaintiff, — a  course  which  would  be  in 
most  cases  unfair  to  the  claimant,  and  which  is  not  allowed  in  any 
case  where  the  law  deems  the  payment  a  voluntary  one." 


N.  C.  416;  Klrkman  v.  Phillips,  7  Hei»k.  288; 
Putnam  v.  Wise,  1  Hill  240, 87  Am.  Dec.  809; 
Goodwin  v.  Guff.  88  N.  Y.  020;  McDonald 
V.  Peacemaker,  6  W.  Va.  489;  Walker  v. 
Duncan,68  Wis.  684;  Norden  v.  Jones,  88Wis. 
600,14  Am.  Rep.  708;  Braitbwatev.  Aiken«3 
N.  D.  865,  66  N.  W.  Rep.  138;  Downs  v. 
Finnepin,68  Minn.  112, 60  N.  W.  Rep.  061. 

1  Elliot  V.  Swartwout,  10  Pet.  187:  Hall 
V.  Shulz,  4  Johns.  240, 4  Am.Dec.  270;  Gould 
V.  McFall,  118  Pa.  St.  466,  4  Am.  St.  Rep. 
606;  Bait,  etc.,  R.Co.  v.  Faruce,  d  Gill.  68, 
46  Am.  Dec.  665:  Pettis  v. Ray,  12  R.  1. 844; 
Brumagim  ▼.  Tillingbast,  18  Cal.    265,79 

60 


Am.  Dec.  176;  Knox  Co.  Bk.  v.  Doty,  9  Ohio 
St.  606, 85  Am.  Dec.  479;  Beccher  v.  Buck- 
ingham, 18  Conn.  110,  44  Am.  Dec.  580;  Ste- 
vens v.  Heard.  9  Vt.  174,  81  Am.  Dec.  617: 
Potomac  Coal  Co.  v.  R.  Co.,  88  Md.  226; 
Beard  v.  Beard,  25  W.  Va.  486,  62  Am.  Rep. 
210 ;  Steck  v.  Northern  Co.,  4  Colo.  App.  328 
86  Pac.  Rep.  010;  Holt  v.  Thomas,  106  Cal. 
278, 88  Pac.  Rep.  801;  Cummin^s  Harrester 
Co.  y.  Sigerson,  65  Pac.  Rep.  680;  City  of 
Maysvllle  ▼.  Melton,  10  Ky.  L.  R.  1088,  42 
S.  W.  Rep.  754. 

>  Quaai  Contr.  p.  26. 
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So  where  a  person  pays  a  tax  or  assessment  yolunta- 
riljy  not  to  save  his  goods  from  being  sold,  there  being 
no  seizure  or  proceeding  to  compel  the  payment — ^he  can 
not  recover  it  back  on  the  ground  that  the  tax  or  assess- 
ment was  ill^al.^  So  payment  of  a  license  fee  to  en- 
gage in  a  particular  business  is  yoluntary,  and  can  not 
be  recovered,  though  ill^al,  where  the  effect  of  not 
paying  would  be  a  prosecution,  either  criminal.or  civil, 
in  which  the  party  could  contest  its  l^ality.* 


§52.    Money  Paid  Under  Compulsion  or  Duress. 


On  this  principle  money  paid  to  avoid  arrest  or  to 
l)e  released  therefrom,^  or  through  threats  of  personal 
injury,^  or  money  paid  to  obtain  possession  of  goods^ 
wrongfuUy  taken  or  detained,*  or  to  protect  property 


3  Union  Pac.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Commiwioners. 
'9B  U.  S.  541;  Town  of  Ligonier  v.  Ackerman, 
46  Ind.  668,  15  Am.  Rep.  823;  Wills  ▼.  Aus- 
'tin,  68  Cal.  152:  Goddard  v.  Seymour,  SO 
Conn.  304;  GarriKan  ▼.  Knight,  47  Iowa  625: 
Cbiitty  V.  St. Louis,  80  Mo.  148,61  Am.  Dec. 
309;  Oaflin  ▼.  McDonougb,  88  Mo.  418;  84 
Am.  Dec.  54;  Couch  v.  Kansas  City,  187  Mo. 
486. 80  S.  W.  Rep.  117;  City  of  Helena  v. 
Dwyer,  66  Ark.  166, 45  S.  W.  Rep.   349. 

«  Ligonier  ▼.  Ackerman,  46  Ind.  552,  16 
Am.  Rep.  883;  Bdinburg  v.  Hackney ,54  Ind. 
88;  Cahaba  ▼.  Burnett,  84  Ala.  400;  Garrison 
TUIinghast,  18  Cal.  408;  Claflln  v.  McDon- 
ouffb,n  Mo.  418, 84  Am.  Dec.  54-  Irving 
V.St.  Louts  Co., 88  Mo.  575;  Robinson  v. 
Charleston,  8  Rich.  817, 46  Am.  Dec.  789: 
Benson  ▼.  Monroe,  7  Gush.  195, 54  Am. 
Dec.  716:  O'Brien  v.  Colusa  Co..  67  Cal. 
608;  Bmery  v.  Lowell,  187  Mass.  188; 
Noyes  ▼.  State,  46  Wis.  860,  38  Am.  Rep. 
710. 

1  Duke  de  Carderal  v.  Collins,  4  Ad.  & 
B.  866;  Harmon  ▼.  Harmon,  61  Me.  227, 14 
Am.  Rep.  666;  Eddy  ▼.  Benin,  17  Me.  388, 
35  Am.  Dec.  261;  DeMesnel  ▼.  Dakin,  L. 
R.  3  Q.  B.  18.  The  imprisonment  must  be 
•unlawful.  Eddy  ▼.  Henin,  Id. 

*  Richardson  ▼.  Duncan.  3  N.  H.  606! 
Hanrey  v.  Bgyd,  48  III.  336. 


>  It  is  generally  held  that  the  rule  is 
different  as  to  money  paid  to  prevent  the 
sale  or  seizure  of  real  property.  Lawson 
Righu,  Rem.  &  E^.,  %  2657.  In  Stover  v. 
Mitchell,  45  111.  213,  it  is  said:  '*It  has  been 
sometimes  held  that  a  seizure  of  goods 
amounts  to  duress,  because  the  owner  mav 
have  such  a  pressing  necessity  for  their 
Immediate  use  that  bis  legal  remedies  would 
not  sufficiently  protect  him.  .  .  .  But 
we  can  discover  no  duress  or  -compulsion 
where  an  execution  against  A  is  levied  on 
the  land  of  B.  The  latter  is  not  disturbed 
in  his  person,  or  the  possession  or  enjoy- 
ment of  bis  title,  he  need  give  himself  no 
trouble.  If  the  superiority  of  his  title  to  the 
lien  of  the  judgment  is  (questionable,  or 
depends  on  matters  in  pais,  resting  in  pa- 
rol proof ,  and  he  fears  a  sale  may  create  a 
cloud  upon  his  title,  he  can  stay  the  sale 
by  injunction.  If,  instead  of  this,  he  pre- 
fers to  buy  his  peace,  he  cannot  subse- 
quently say  he  acted  under  compulsion, 
or  call  on  the  courts  to  give  him  bock  his 
money."  But  see  Joannin  v.  Ogilvie,  49 
Minn.  664. 

«  Hills  V.  Street.  5  Bing.  37;  Astlev  v. 
Reynolds,  2  Str.  915;  Scholey  v.  Munford 
60  N.  Y.  501;  Carew  v.  Rutherford,  100 
Mass.  1, 8  Am.  Rep.  287;  Peyser  v.  Mayor, 
N.  Y.  501,  86  Am.  Rep.  084. 
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from  threatened  injury,  may  be  recovered  back.*^  Thus^ 
where  one  pays  money  to  free  his  goods  from  an  at- 
tachment levied  on  them  by  one  who  has  no  cause  of 
action,  but  brings  the  proceeding  to  extort  money,®  or 
where  a  common  carriep  or  bailee  of  property  refuse* 
to  carry  or  deliver  property,  except  on  payment  of  an 
excessive  or  illegal  charge,^  or  where  a  sheriflE  levies  on 
property  which  does  not  belong  to  the  judgment  debtor,, 
and  the  owner  is  compelled  to  pay  the  judgment  tcy 
save  his  goods,®  or  where  a  man  pays  money  to  prevent 
a  threatened  illegal  sale  of  his  property  under  legal 
process,®  the  money  may  be  recovered  back  as  for  a 
debt  due  him.  The  ground  for  this  right  is  that  one 
who  is  entitled  to  possession  of  his  property  need  not 
wait  on  the  delays  of  the  law  to  obtain  the  same  but 
can,  if  necessary,  comply  in  form  with  the  terms  of  the 
party  who  is  depriving  him  of  that  right*^ 

But  it  is  essential  that  there  be  some  actual  or 
threatened  exercise  of  power  possessed  or  supposed  to 
be  possessed,  by  the  party  exacting  or  receiving  the  pay- 
ment^ ^  over  the  person  or  property  of  the  party  making 


s  Cobb  V.  Charter,  83  Conn.  858,  87  Am. 
Dec.  178;  Emerson  v.  Lee.  18  La.  Ann.  184, 
89  Am.  Dec.  648;  Heckman  v.  Swartz,  S4 
Wis.  48:  Dickerman  t.  Lord,  21  Iowa  338. 
89  Am.  Dec.  679:  Mann  v.  Lewis,  8  W.  Va. 
215, 100  Am.  Dec.  747. 

«  Duke  de  Cardoval  ▼.  Collins,  4  Ad.  & 
Ell.  868:  Chandler  v.  Sanger,  114  Mass.  864, 
19  Am.  Rep.  367. 

7  Parker  v.  R.  Co.,  7  M.  &  G.  868:  Ash- 
mole  V.  Wainwright,  S  Q.  B.  887;  Tutt  v. 
Ide,8Blatcht.  249;  Baldwin  v.  Steam  Co. ,74 
N.  Y.  125:  Chase  v.  Dwinal,7  Me.  184,20  Am. 
Dec.  362;  Clinton  v.  Stronf,  9  Johns.  809; 
Quinnett  v.  Washington,  10  Mo.  64;  Lafa- 

Jette.  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  41  Ind. 
12;  Beckwith  v.  Frisbie,  32  Vt.  659;  Mobile 
etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Steiner,61  Ala.  669; Chi- 
cago, etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  etc.,  Coal 
Co.,  79111.121;  Kenneth  v.R.  R.  Co..  16 
Rich.  284, 96  Am.  Dec.  882;  Cook  v.  R.  Co., 
81  la.  651;  Peters  v.  R.  Co.,  42  Ohio  St. 275, 
61  Am.  Rep.  816. 

8  Adam  v.  Town  of  Litchfield,  10  Conn. 
127;  Preston  v.  Boston,   12  Pick.  7;  Valpy 
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V.    Manning,    1    C    B.   698;  Snowdon    v. 
Day  is.  1  Taunt.  369. 

s  Elliott  V.  Swartwout.  10  Pet.  189;  Pres- 
ton V.  City  of  Boston,  12  Pick.  7;  Erskine- 
V.  Van  Arsdale,  16  Wall.  76;  Branam  v. 
Mayor,  34  Cal.  685;  Peyser  v.  Mayor,  70  N. 
Y.  497,  26  Am.  Rep.  624;  Cnitchfield  v. 
Wood,  16  Ala.  702;  Hubbard  v.  Brainard, 
86  Conn.  568;  Lanman  y.  Des  Moines,  29* 
Iowa  810;  I>e  Fremey  v.  Austin,  58  Cal. 
880;  Union  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Skinner,  9  Mo 
App.  189;  County  Comm*rs  v.  Parker;  7 
Minn.  267;  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Blakely.  40 
Mich.  867:  Greenbaum  y.  King,  4  Kan.  384, 
96  Am.  Dec.  172;  Tutlle  v.  Eyerett,  51 
Miss.  27, 24  Am.  Rep.  622;  Neuman  y.  La- 
Crosse,  94  Wis.  106,  68  N.  W.  Rep.  664; 
Rumford  Chemical  Works  y.  Ray.  19  R.  I. 
466,  84  Atl.  Rep.  814. 

10  Keener,  Quasi  Contr.,  487. 

1  iBrumagim  y.  Tillingbast,  18  Cal.  266.. 
79  Am.  Dec.  176;  Taylor  y.  Board  of  Health, 
81  Pa.  St.  78,  72  Am.  Dec.  734;  Smith  y.. 
Schroeder,  16  Minn.  86. 
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the  payment,*^  from  which  the  latter  has  no  other 
meantf •  of  immediate  relief^*  than  by  advancing  the 
money.^* 

So  where  a  public  officer  exacts  fees  to  which  he  is 
not  entitled  before  he  will  perform  his  legal  duty,^*  or 
one  pays  money  to  avoid  an  injury  to  his  business.^^ 

Money  paid  under  compulsion  of  legal  process  can 
not  be  recovered  back,  though  the  money  may  not  have 
been  justly  due,  or  the  process  may  have  been  irr^u- 
larly  or  wrongfully  issued.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
is  conclusive  and  can  not  be  questioned  in  a  new  ac- 
tion.^* But  a  recovery  may  be  had  where  the  judgment 
is  afterwards  reversed^  ^  or  the  seizure  is  not  authorized 
by  the  process^^  or  the  court  rendering  the  judgment 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  do  so.*^ 


1  *  Robertson  ▼.  Marsh,  42  Tex.  149;  Rob- 
inson ▼.  Gould,  11  Cusb.  57;  aliter  when 
the  party  is  a  near  relative;  see  post. 
Duress,  fS58. 

1  sTberefore  the  commencement  of  legal 
proceedings,  without  any  seizure  of  prop- 
erty or  person,  is  insufficient;  for  the  party 
has  an  ample  remedy  in  his  right  to  set  up 
his  defense  in  the  court.  Benson  v.  Mon- 
roe, 7  Gush.  125,  54  Am.  Dec.  716;  Dicker- 
man  V.  Lord,  21  Iowa  918,  89  Am.  Dec.  679; 
Cummins  v.  White,  4>  Blackf.  866.  So 
money  wrongfully  demanded  as  rent  and 
paid  under  threats  of  ejectment  is  not  re- 
coverable. Bmmons  v.  Scudder,  115  Mass. 
367. 

1  «Cook  V.  Boston.  9  Allen  888;  Harmon 
▼.  Harmon. m  Me.  2S7.  14  Am.  Rep.  556; 
Taylor  ▼.  Board  of  Health,  81  Pa.  St.  78, 

78  Am.  Dec.  784:  Clailin  v.  McDonough,  .^3 
Mo.  418*  Mayor  ▼.  Lefferman,  4  Gill.  435, 
45  Am.  Dec.  146;  Cunningham  v.  Boston, 
15  Gray  468;  Schulz  ▼.  Culberson,  46  Wis. 
818:  49  Wis.  128. 

isBrumagim  v.  TllHnghast,  18  Cal.  866, 

79  Am.  Dec.  176;  Garrison  v.  Tillinghast, 
18  Cal.  404;  Radick  ▼.  Hutchins,  95  U.  S. 
810;  Blston  ▼.  Chicago,  40  III.  614,  89  Am. 
D«c.861;  Ladd  y.  Southern  Press  Co.,  63 
Tex.  178;  Maxwell  ▼.  Griswold,  10  How. 
148:  Wolfe  v.  MarshaU,  S3  Mo.  167. 

>«Dew  ▼.  Parsons,  8  B.  &  Aid.  568; 
Steele  ▼.  Williams,  8  Ex.  635;  Clinton  ▼. 
Strong.  9  Johns.  870;  Robinson  ▼.  Bzell.  73 
N.  C.  881:  Niedermeyer  ▼.  Curators,  61  Mo. 
( App.)  664. 

^vCarew  ▼.  Rutherford,  10  Mass.  1.   As 


where  an  excessive  water  license  fee  is 
paid  under  threat  of  cutting  the  water  off. 
westlake  v.  St.  Louis.  77  Afo.  47,  46  Am. 
Rep.  4^c.  Louis  Brewing  Co.  v.  St.  Louis, 
87  S.  W.  Rep.  586.  Where  one  paid  an  ex- 
cessive fee  in  order  to  obtain  revenue 
stamps  necessary  in  bis  business.  Swift 
Co.  V.  U.  S.,  Ill  V.  S.  82.  Where  one  paid 
excessive  duties  to  obtain  goods  imported 
by  him.  Robertson  v.  Frank  Bros.  Co., 
m  U.  S.  17.  In  Dana  v.  Kemble.  17  Pick. 
246,  an  actor,  after  everything  was  ready 
for  the  performance,  refused  to  perform 
until  a  certain  sum  of  money,  to  which  he 
was  not  entitled,  was  paid  him.  It  was 
held  that  the  payment  was  involuntary, 
and  recoverable  by  the  manager. 

>  "Marriott  v.  Hampton.  7  Term  Rep. 
889-  8  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  856;  Gray  v. 
Roberts,  8  A.  K.  Marsh.  806,  12  Am.  Dec. 
888;  Kirklan  v.  Brown,  4  Humph.  174,  40 
Am.  Dec.  686:  Stevens  v.  Howe,  187  Mass. 
164;  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Heath,  86  Pa. 
St.  383:  Brangdon  v.  Somerby,  66  Me.  93; 
Koblerv.  Wells,  26  Cal.  006;  Supervisors 
V .  Briggs,  3  Denio  26:  Turner  v.  Barber, 
49  Atl.  Rep.  676  (N.  J.). 

isCIark  v.  Pinney,  6  Cow.  397;  Raun  v. 
Reynolds.  18  Cal.  375;  Mayor  v.  Ricker,  88 
N.  J.  (L.)  885,  30  Am.  Rep.  886;  Metzner  v. 
Bauer,  96  Ind.  426;  Traveler's  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Heath,  95  Pa.  St.  833;  Scholey  v.  Halsey, 
72  N.  Y.  578. 

so  Logan  v.  Sumter,  88  Ga.  348,  78  Am. 
Dec.  756. 

ti  Moses  V.  Macfarland,  2  Burr.  1006; 
Gordon  v.  Mayor.  5  Gill,  331. 
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§53.    Effect  of  Protest. 

The  absence  of  a  protest  is  not  decisive  against  the 
right  to  recover  the  money  paid,  for  if  there  has  been 
<:ompuIsion  and  it  is  unconscionable  for  the  defendant 
to  retain  the  money,  this  is  enough  to  make  him  liable. 
But  a  protest  is  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs  intention  at 
the  time  of  the  payment,^  and  where  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  payment  was  involuntary  or  the  result  of  a 
<:ompromise,  the  absence  of  a  protest  would  be  almost 
<:onclusive  evidence  in  favor  of  the  latter  view.*  On 
the  other  hand  a  voluntary  payment  does  not  become 
an  involuntary  one  merely  because  it  is  made  under 
protest.'      As  said  in  a  New  York  case  :* 


^*^ 


'When  a  party  pays  under  duress  of  his  goods,  a  protest  may  be- 
come important  as  eyldenoe  that  the  payment  was  the  effect  of  the 
•duress,  and  not  an  admission  of  the  right  enforced  by  the  adverse 
party.  But  where  there  is  no  legal  compulsion,  a  party  yielding  to 
the  assertion  of  an  adverse  claim  cannot  detract  from  the  force  of 
his  concession  by  saying  'I  object/  or,  'I  protest,'  at  the  same  time 
that  he  actually  pays  the  claim.  The  payment  nullifies  the  protest 
iLs  effectually  as  it  obviates  the  previous  denial  and  contestation  of 
the  claim." 


§54.    Payment  Under  Mistake  of  Fact. 

Money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact  may  be  recovered 
back,  where  the  mistake  is  such  as  to  have  produced  a 


iLamborn  v.  Co.  Comin*rs,  07  U.  S.  181; 
Detroit  ▼.  Martin,  84  Mich.  17D,  2S  Am. 
Rep.  512;  Flower  v.  Lance,  59  N.  Y.  008: 
De  La  CosU  v.  los.  Co.,  186  Pa.  St.  63. 

sMonongahela  Nav.  Co.  v.  Wood,  194  Pa. 
St.  47,  45  Atl.  Rep.  73. 

s  Regan  v.  Baldwin.  1S6  Mass.  486,  80 
Am.  Kep.  689;  McMillan  v.  Richards,  9 
Cal.  866,  70  Am.  Dec.  666;  Brumaglm  v. 
Tillinghast,  18  Cal.  865, 79  Am.  Dec.  176; 
Benson  v.  Monroe.  7  Gush.  125,  54  Am. 
Dec.  716:  Ladd  y.  southern  Cotton  Press 
Co.,  58 Tex.  173;  Marietta  v.  Slocumb,  6 
Ohio  St.  471;  Patterson  y.  Coz,  26  Ind.  261; 
Kansas,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wyandotte  Co., 
16  Kan.  587;  Shane  v.  St.  Paul,  26  Minn. 
£48;  Rumford  Chemical  Works  v.  Ray,  S4 
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Atl.  Rep.  814  (R.  I.):  Wood  v.  Mayor,  49 
N.  Y.  (Supp.)  682. 

«  Fleetwood  v.  New  York,  2  Sandf .  475. 
Where  a  statute  requires  a  protest,  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  without  one.  U.  S.  v. 
Clement,  Crabbe  447;  Schlessenger  v.  U. 
S.,  1  Ct.  of  CI.  16;  and  if  a  written  protest 
is  required  an  oral  one  is  of  no  effect. 
Knowles  v.  Boston,  129  Mass.  651.  And  it 
has  been  ruled  in  some  cases  that  an  illegal 
tax  can  in  no  case  be  recovered  if  its  pay- 
ment was  unaccompanied  by  a  protest. 
Allentown  v.  Saeger,  20  Pa.  St.  421;  Mc- 
Crickart  v.  Pituburg,  88  Pa.  St.  133:  Jack- 
son V.  AtlanU,  61  Ga.  238.  And  a  protest 
made  after  payment  is  unavailing.  Mar- 
riott v.  Brune,  9  How.  6l9. 
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supposed  liability  to  pay  the  money,  which  in  reality 
did  not  exist^  A  mistake  of  fact  occurs  where  some 
fact  which  really  exists  is  unknown  to  the  party,  op 
some  fact  is  believed  by  him  to  exist  which  really  does 
not*  Money  is  not  paid  by  mistake  where  the  payment 
hafi  been  made  in  discharge  of  clearly  ascertained  legal 
rights  and  duties  f  or  where  it  is  paid  in  the  reasonable 
belief  that  it  is  due,  and  after  investigation,  or  the  op- 
portunity therefor,*  or  where  the  party  knows  that  it  is 
not  due  but  lacks  the  means  of  proving  it.^  And  the 
mistake  must  be  of  a  material  fact^ 

In  accordance  with  the  general  principle  on  which 
promises  of  this  kind  are  created,  there  can  be  no  recov- 
ery if  it  apx>ears  that  it  is  not  against  equity  and  good 
conscience  for  the  defendant  to  retain  the  moneyj  Thus 
if  a  man  pays  a  debt  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  has  run  against  it,  he  can  not  re- 
cover it  on  the  ground  of  mistake.® 

§55.    Payment  Under  Mistake  of  La/iv. 

But  where  money  is  paid  voluntarily  with  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  the  party  can  not  recover  it  back  on 
the  ground  that  he  made  a  mistake  as  to  his  legal  liabil- 


iWheadon  ▼.  Olds,  SO  Wend.  174:  Wor- 
Icy  ▼.  Moore,  97  Ind.  16;  Kingston  Bank  v. 
Bftinge,  40  N.  Y.  891.  100  Am.  Dec.  616; 
Lyle  ▼.  Shinnebarger,  17  Mo.  App.  66; 
Garland  ▼.  Salem  Bank,  9  Mass.  406,  6  Am. 
Dec.  86;  Waite  ▼.  Leggeit,  8  Cow.  106,  18 
Am.  Dec.  441:  Dickins  v.  Jones,  6  Yerg. 
4^  27  Am.  Dec.  488;  Appleton  Bank  v. 
McGilvray,  4  Gray  618,  64  Am.  Dec.  92; 
Stuart  ▼.  Scars,  119  Mass.  148;  Stotsenburg 
▼.  Fordioe,  148  Ind.  490, 41  N.  E.  Rep.  818; 
Sears  v.  Grand  Lodge,  48  N.  Y.  (Supp.) 
669:  Leestei  ▼.  Mayor,  &S  N.  Y.  (Supp.) 
934. 

sMowatt  V.  Wright,  1  Wend.  366;  19  Am. 
Dec.  609. 

*Hagerstown  Bank  ▼.  Adams  Ex.  Co., 
45  PaTst.  419.  84  Am.  Dec.  499;  Strickler 
▼.  Turner,  7  Ex.  908. 


« Wheeler  ▼.  Hathaway,  68  Mich.  77. 

sWindbril  v.  Carroll.  16  Hun  101:  Nat. 
Life  Jns.  Co.  v.  Jones,  69  N.  Y.  149,  1  T.  & 
C.  466;  Franbers  v.  Rich.  S  III.  (App.)  427. 

•  Langevin  v.  St.  Paul,  49  Minn.  189,  61 
N.  W.  Kep.  817;  Needles  v.  Burk,  81  Mo. 
669;  Soutbwick  ▼.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  84  N.  Y. 
490. 

7  Munt  ▼.  Stokes,  4T.  R.  611;  Brisbane 
V.  Dacres,  6  Taunt.  144;  Mayor  y.  Brben, 
10  Bosw.  188, 8  Abb.  App.  Dec.  865:  Kings- 
ton Bk.  V.  Eltinjre,  66  N.  Y.  686*  Goddard 
V.  Seymour.  30  Conn.  894;  Franlclin  Bank 
▼.  Raymond,  3  Wend.  69;  Buel  v.  Bough- 
ton,  8  Denio  91. 

8 Farmer  ▼.  Arundel,  8  W.  Bl.  834. 
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ity,  or  was  ignorant  of  the  law  of  the  case.^  But  where 
one  who  knows  the  law  takes  advantage  of  one  who  is 
ignorant  of  it  and  the  parties  are  not  on  an  equal  foot- 
ing, the  payment  may  be  recovered  on  the  ground  of 
fraud.  This  is  well  illustrated  in  the  case  of  a  public 
officer: 

"He  and  the  public  who  have  business  to  transact  with  him  do  not 
stand  upon  an  equal  footing.  It  Is  his  special  business  to  be  con- 
versant with  the  law  under  which  he  acts,  and  to  know  precisely 
how  much  he  Is  authorized  to  demand  for  his  services.  But  with 
them  It  Is  different.  They  have  neither  the  time  nor  the  opportunity 
of  acquiring  the  Information  necessary  to  enable  them  to  know 
whether  he  Is  claiming  too  much  or  not,  and  as  a  general  rule,  rely- 
ing on  his  honesty  and  Integrity,  they  acquiesce  in  his  demands."* 

A.  mistake^  however,  of  a  foreign  law  is  regarded  as 
a  mistake  of  fact  and  not  of  law.* 

§56.    Money  Paid  Under  Illegal  Agreement. 

A  court  will  not  enforce  an  illegal  agreement/  nor 
can  money  paid  or  goods  delivered  or  lands  conveyed 
under  an  illegal  agreement  whether  as  the  considera- 
tion or  in  performance  of  such  an  agreement  be  recov- 
ered back.* 

But  to  this  rule  there    are    three  exceptions:    (a) 


1  Bilbie  v.  Lunsley,  2  Bast.  469;  Beard  v. 
Beard,  86  W.  Va.  486.  52  Am.  Rep.  219: 
Kenney  v.  Dodge,  lOl  Ind.  673;  Rector  v. 
Collins,  46  Ark.  167,  66  Am.  Rep.  571; 
Churchill  v.  Bradley.  58  Vt.  408,  56  Am. 
Rep.  663;  Lester  v.  Mayor  of  Baltimore, 
20  Md.  415,  96  Am.  Dec.  542;  Town  v.  Bur- 
nett, 84  Ala.  400;  Bucknall  v.  Story,  46 
Cal.  589, 13  Am.  Rep.  220;  Clarke  v.  but- 
cher, 9  Cow.  694;  Mut.  Law  Inst.  v.  £nslin, 
46  Mo.  200;  Benson  ▼.  Monroe,  7  Cush.  125, 
64  Am.  Dec.  716;  Tenks  v.  Lima,  17  Ind. 
826;  Rheel  v.  Hicks,  25  N.  V^.  291 ;  Wbead- 
on  V.  Olds,  20  Wend .  178;  Champlin  v. 
Laytin.  18  Wend.  407,  31  Am.  Dec.  882; 
Hemphill  v.  Moody,  64  Ala.  468;  Mowatt  v. 
Wriebt,l  Wend.  35.'5,  19  Am.  Dec.  609; 
Bank  of  Chillicothe  v.  Dodf^e,  8  Barb.  283. 

«  Steamship  Co.  v.  Younr,  89  Pa.  St.  186; 
Marcotte  v,  Allen,  91  Me.  74,  89.  Atl.  Rep. 
346. 
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3  Haven  v.  Foster,  9  Pick.  112. 

1  See  post,  §  216. 

s  Newstead  v.  Hall,  58  111.  172;  Meyers 
V.  Weinrctt,  101  Mass.  386;  St.  Louis,  etc.. 
R.  Co.  V.  Mathers.  71  III.  692,  104  111.  257; 
Worcester  v.  Eaton,  11  Mass.  368;  Staples 
▼.  Gould,  5  Sandf.  416;  Wait  v.  Menell,  4 
Me.  102,  16  Am.  Dec.  288:  Boutelle  v. 
Melendy,  19  N.  H.  196,  49  Am.  Dec.  153; 
Wayman  v.  Fiske,  3  Allen 288,  80  Am.  Dec. 
66;  Loomess  v.  Hesing^,  44  III.  113,  92  Am. 
Dec.  153:  ShaHner  ▼.  Pinchback,  188  111. 
410;  At  wood  v.  Fish,  101  Mass.  363, 100  Am. 
Dec.  124;  AtUway  v.  Bank,  93  Mo.  485; 
Branham  v.  Stallings,  40  Pac.  Rep.  896 
(Colo.);  Hill  V.  Freeman,  78  Ala.  200,  49 
Am.  Rep.  48-  Ashbrook  y.  Dale,  27  Mo. 
(Add.)  649,  Thomas  v.  Richmond,  12  Wall. 
349;  Troewert  v.Deckcr.  51  Wis,  46;  Thomp- 
son T.  Williams,  58  N.  248. 
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Where  the  parties  are  not  equally  guilty;  (b)  where  the 
party  complaining  is  protected  by  the  law;  (c)  where 
the  ill^al  agreement  has  not  been  executed. 

(a)  Though  the  object  of  the  agreement  is  illegal  yet 
if  the  parties  did  not  stand  on  an  equal  footing^  and  one 
of  them  ha£(  been  induced  to  enter  into  the  illegal  agree- 
ment through  fraud,  oppression  or  undue  influence,  he 
is  not  prevented  from  appealing  to  the  court  for  relief. 
He  is  in  delicto  but  not  m  pari  delicto.  His  guilt  is 
less  than  that  of  his  associate  in  the  offense  and  the 
latter  can  not  make  use  of  his  peculiar  power  over  the 
other  under  such  circumstancees  to  procure  an  illegal 
agreement,  and  then  invoke  the  aid  of  the  law  to  enable 
him  to  retain  that  which  he  has  thus  vn^ngfuUy  ob- 
tldned.®  In  Atkinson  v.  Deriby,^  the  plaintiff,  a  debtor, 
offered  his  creditors  a  composition  of  5s.  in  the  pound. 
The  defendant  was  one  of  the  creditors,  and  his  accept- 
ance or  rejection  of  the  offer  was  known  to  be  certain 
to  determine  the  decision  of  several  other  creditors.  He 
refused  to  assent  to  the  composition  unless  the  plaintiff 
would  make  him  an  additional  payment  of  £50,  in  fraud 
of  the  other  creditors.  This  was  done ;  the  composition 
arrangement  was  carried  out,  and  the  plaintiff  sued  to 
recover  the  £50,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  payment 
made  by  him  under  oppression  and  in  fraud  of  his  cred- 
itors. It  was  held  that  he  could  recover,  the  court  say- 
ing: 

"It  is  said  that  both  parties  are  in  pari  delicto.    It  is  true  that 
both  are  in  delicto^  because  the  act  is  a  fraud  upon  the  other  cred- 


«  Reynell  v.  Sprye,  De  G.  M.  &  G.  660; 
Tracy  v.  Tallma^,  14  N.  Y.  285;  Richard- 
son  ▼.  Crumbull,  48  N.  V.  367;  Knowlton  v. 
Conirress,  etc.,  Co.,  57  N.  V.  582:  Baehr  v. 
Wolf ,50  111.  470;  Barnes  v.  Brown,  38  Mich. 
146;  Belding  v.  Smythe,  138  Mass.  630; 
White  ▼.  Franklin  Bk.  23  Pick.  181:  Brook? 
y.  Martin.  2  Wall.  81;  Mc Blair  v.  Gibbes, 
17  How.  237;  Davidson  v.  Carter,  55  la. 
117;  Boyd  v.  De  LaMonUgue,  78  N.  V.  496, 


29  Am.  Rep.  197;  Harper  v.  Harper,  85  Ky. 
160,  3  S.  W.  Rep.  6:  Bell  v.  Campbell,  123 
Mo,  1,  26  S.  w.  Rep.  819:  Northwestern 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Elliott,  5  Fed.  Rep.  225;  Green 
V.  Corrigran,  87  Mo.  859:  Wheaton  v.  Hib- 
bard,  20  Johns.  290;  Mount  v.  Waite,  7 
Johns.  433;  Duval  v.  Wellman,  124  N.  Y. 
156. 

4  6  H.  &  N.  778. 
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Itors;  but  it  is  not  par  delictumy  because  the  one  has  power  to  die- 
tate^  the  other  no  alternative  hut  to  submit" 

So  where  the  illegality  depends  upon  the  existence 
of  facts  known  to  the  plaintiff  but  not  to  the  defendant^ 
the  parties  are  not  in  pari  delicto.^ 

(b)  When  the  agreement  is  not  malum  in  se  but  is 
maiiim  prohibitum  merely,  and  the  prohibition  is  in- 
tended for  the  protection  of  the  party  complaining,  he 
will  be  entitled  to  relief.®  For  example,  by  the  statutes 
of  usury  taking  more  than  a  certain  interest  is  declared 
ill^al ;  but  as  these  statutes  were  made  to  protect  needy 
persons  from  the  oppression  of  usurers,  the  party  in- 
jured though  he  haB  made  an  illegal  payment  may 
bring  an  action  for  the  excess  of  interest.'^  So  money 
paid  for  lottery  tickets,  where  the  sale  of  such  tickets 
is  prohibited  under  a  penalty,  is  held  recoverable  by 
action,  for  such  laws  are  designed  to  punish  and  re- 
strain lottery  keepers,  and  to  protect  their  credulous  and 
often  needy  patrons.^  So  a  party,  who  had  deposited 
money  in  a  bank  repayable  at  a  future  day,  in  violation 
of  a  statute,  was  allowed  to  recover  back  the  deposit, 
for  to  have  decided  otherwise  would  have  given  effect 
to  an  illegal  contract  in  favor  of  the  principal  offender, 
and  would  have  operated  as  a  reward  .for  an  offense 
which  the  statute  was  intended  to  prevent.®  So  where 
a  statute  expressly  authorizes  one  of  the  parties  to  an 
illegal  agreement  to  sue,  the  right  is  of  course  clear ;  as 


s  BloxBome  ▼.  Wllliamt,  8  B.  &  C.  8S2; 
Louisiana  V.  Wood,  102  U.  S.  294. 

•  Peoplea  Bk.  v.  Dalton,  a  Okla. 
476,  37  Pac.  Rep.  806;  Ferguaon  v. 
Sutpben,  8  111.  547;  Scotteo  v.  State,  51 
Ind.  62:  Tootle  v.  Berkley,  57  Kan.  111.  45 
Pac.  Rep.  77;  Atlas  Bank  v.  Nahant  Bank, 
3  Mete.  681;  White  ▼.  Franklin  Bank,  2« 
Pick.  181;  Bateman  v.  Robinson,  12  Neb. 
606,  11  N.  W.  Rep.  796;  Parkersburg  v. 
Brown,  106  U.  S.  487. 
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7  Browning  y.  Morris,  SCowp.  7B8*  Scb- 
roeppel  ▼.  Corning,  6  Denio  888;  Taylor  y. 
Heintz,  80  Atl.  Rep.  55  (N.  J.). 

e  Gray  v.  Roberts.  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  206 
12  Am.  Dec.  888;  Mount  v.  Walte.  7  Johna 
484;  Barclay  v.  Pearson.  [1893J  2  Cb.  164,  L 
J.  Ch.  686;  Jaques  v.  Golightly,  W.  Bl.  1078 

•  White  y.  Franklin  Bank,  22  Pick.  18! 
Atlai  Bank  v.  Nahant  Bank,  8  Mete.  681 
Tracy  v.  Talmage,  14  N.Y.  162;  Parkersburg 
y.  Brown,  106  U.  S.  487. 
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in  the  case  of  statutes  permitting  the  recovery  of  money 
lost  at  gambling.^^ 

(c)  Where  the  illegality  is  malum  prohibitum  only, 
a  person  who  has  paid  money  or  deliveped  goods  for  a 
purpose  which  is  illegal  may  repudiate  the  transaction 
at  any  time  before  that  purpose  is  executed  and  recover 
them  back.^^  The  reason  is  that  "it  best  comports  with 
public  policy  to  arrest  the  illegal  proceeding  before  it  is 
consummated/'" 

In  Spring  Company  v.  Knowlton/^  the  officers  of  a 
corporation  determined,  in  violation  of  a  statute,  to  in- 
increase  their  capital  stock,  every  old  stockholder  to 
have  a  full  paid  $100  share  for  $80,  if  he  agreed  that  if 
the  full  amount  of  the  new  stock  subscribed  by  him  was 
not  paid  when  called  for,  the  amount  that  he  had  paid 
should  be  forfeited.  K,  an  old  stockholder,  signed  this 
agreement  and  took  new  stock,  but  after  paying  20  per 
cent  of  it  he  was  unable  to  pay  the  balance  and  his 
stock  was  forfeited.  Subsequently  the  corporation 
abandoned  the  scheme  and  refunded  the  money  which 
had  been  paid  for  the  new  stock  in  cases  where  it  had 
not  been  forfeited.  K  thereupon  sued  for  the  money 
which  he  had  paid  and  which  had  been  forfeited  under 


loTattnan  ▼.  Stnidrr,93  111.478;  Richard- 
son ▼.  Kelly,  fA  111.  491;  Story  v.  Rrennan, 
15  N.  V.  684,  09  Am.  Rep.  6S8;  Mitchell  v. 
Off,  107  Tenn.  534,  84  S.  W.  Rep.  478: 
And  see  Connor  v.  Black.  119  Mo.  126,    24 

d.    vv .  lo4. 

11  Sprinir  Co.  v.  Knowlton.  108,  U.  S.49i 
Knowlton  v.  Coneress,  etc.,  Co.,  67  N.  V. 
518;  White  v.  Franklin  Bank,  28  Pick.  181; 
Wheeler  ▼.  Spencer.  15  Conn.  28;  Skinner 
V.  Henderson.  10  Mo.  JI05;  Adams  Ex.  Co. 
▼.  Reno,  48  Mo.  264:  Cowan  ▼.  Cowan.  SO 
Mo.  472;  Bank  v.  Wallace.  61.  N.  H.24; 
Hourse  ▼.  McKennev,  46  Me.  95:  Shannon 
▼.  Baumer  10,  la.  210.  Tyler  v.  Carlisle.TO 
Me.  210, 1  Am.  St.  Rep.  801:  Lewis  v.  Bur- 
ton, 74  Ala.  817,  40  Am.  Rep.  816;  Wasser- 
man  ▼.  Sloss,  117  Cal.  425,  49  Pac.Rep.  661; 
Qarke  ▼.  Brown,  77  Ga.  606,  4  Am.  St. Rep. 
08  Hooker  ▼.  De  P&los.  28  Ohio  St.  251; 
Bernard  V.  Taylor,  24  Oreflf.  416.  81  Pac. 
M8^  Am.  St.  Rep.  698;  Peters  v.  Grim, 
149  Pa.  St.  168, 24  Atl.  Rep.  192,  34  Am.  St. 


599;  Taylor  v.  Bowers.  1  O.  B.  D.  300:  Bar- 
ely V.Pearson,  2  Ch.  154  0893),  62  L.  J.  Ch. 
686. 

1  <Sucy  V.  Foss,  10  Me.  886,  36  Am.  Dec. 
755.  According  to  some  of  the  decisions 
the  action  to  recover  the  money  paid  will 
lie  until  the  ajrreement  has  been  completely 
performed.  Stansfield  v.  Kunz,  62  Kan. 
^97.  64  Pac.  614;  Kiewert  v.  Rindskopf,  46 
Wis.  481, 1  N.  W.  Rep.  163;  Consress,  etc.. 
Spring  Co.  y.  Knowlton.  108  U.  S.49;  Bone 
V.  Eckless,  5  H.  &  N.  925,  29  L.  J.  Exch. 
438;  Taylor  v.  Bowers,  1  Q.  B.  D.  291. 
Other  cases  held  that  it  is  too  late  after  the 
agreement  has  been  partly  performed. 
Kearley  V.  Thompson,  a4  Q.  B.  D.  742;  Re 
Great  Berlin  Steamship  Co.,  28  Ch.  Div. 
616;  and  see  Herman  v.  Jeuchner,  15  Q.  B. 
D,  561;  Ullman  v.  St.  Louis  Fair  Ass*n,  167 
Mo.  278,  66  S.  W.  Rep.  949. 


13108  U.  S.49. 
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the  agreement,  and  it  was  held  that  he  could  recover, 
the  court  saying : 


"So  that  all  that  was  done  amounted  only  to  a  proposition  by  the 
company,  on  the  one  hand,  to  Increase  Its  stock,  and  an  agreement 
by  Knowlton  to  take  certain  shares  of  the  new  stock  when  Issued, 
and  the  payment  by  him  of  an  Installment  of  twenty  per  cent 
thereon.  There  was  no  performance  of  the  contract  whateyer  by 
the  company,  and  only  a  part  i>erformanoe  by  EInowlton.  It  is 
to  be  observed  that  the  making  of  the  illegal  contract  was  maZ«m 
prohititMm,  and  not  malum  in  se.  There  is  no  moral  turpitude  in 
such  a  contract,  nor  is  it  of  itself  fraudulent,  however  much  it  may 
afford  facilities  for  fraud.  The  question  presented  is,  therefore, 
whether,  conceding  the  contract  to  be  illegal,  money  paid  by  one  of 
the  parties  to  it  in  performance  can  be  recovered,  the  other  party 
not  having  performed  the  contract  or  any  part  of  it,  and  both  parties 
having  abandoned  the  illegal  agreement  before  it  was  consummated. 
We  think  the  authorities  sustain  the  affirmative  of  this  proposition." 

A  common  illustration  of  this  rule  is  where  money  is 
deposited  with  a  stakeholder  on  a  bet  or  game  of  chance. 
The  depositor,  although  the  whole  transaction  is  ill^al, 
may  recover  the  money  of  the  stakeholder  if  he  demands 
it  at  any  time  before  it  is  paid  over  to  the  winner.^^ 

Where  the  agreement  is  innocently  made  and  upon 
discovery  of  its  illegality,  the  parties  mutually  agree  to 
rescind,  money  paid  prior  to  such  rescission  may  be  re- 
covered back." 


i^Benj.,  Princ.  of  Contr.  100;  Hampden 
V.  Walsh,  1  Q.  B.  Div.  189;  Reynolds  t. 
McKinnev,  4  Kan.  94,  89  Am.  Dec.  602; 
Hardy  V.  Hunt,  11  Cal.  348.  70  Am.  Dec. 
787.  But  where  the  stakeholder  pays  over 
the  money  to  the  winner  without  any 
previous  notice  or  demand  by  the  toser,  he 
18  not  liable,  for  the  illegal  agreement  has 
thus  become  executed.  Perkins  v.  Eaton, 
6  N.  H.  162;  McCullam  v.  GourIey,8  Johns. 
147;  Gregory  v.  Kine.  58  111.  169, 11  Am. 
Rep.  66;  Bates  ▼.  Lancaster,  10  Humph. 
134,  51  Am.  Dec.  696.  If  the  notice  is  given 
before  the  money  is  paid  over,  it  Is  imma- 
terial whether  at  the  time  of  the  notice  the 
event  upon  which  the  money  was  staked 
has  or  has  not  happened.  Wheeler  v. 
Spencer,  16  Conn.  27;  Hale  v.  Sherwood, 
40  Conn.  382,  16  Am.  Rep.  87;  Stacy  v. 
Foss,  19  Me.  885.  86  Am.  Dec.  766;  Moore 
V.  Tripp,  20  N.  J.  L.  263;  Hampden  v. 
Walsh,  L.  R.  1  Q.B.  D.  192;  Garrison  v. 
McGregor,  51  111.  473;  Fisher  v.  Hildreth, 
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117  Mass.  658;  Huncke  v.  Francis,  27  N,  J. 
L.  55;  Wilkinson  v.  Touselev.  16  Minn. 
299,10  Am.  Rep.  139;  Gilmore  v.  Wood- 
cock, 69  Me.  118,  31  Am.  Rep.  255;  McAllis- 
ter V.  Hoffman,  16  Serg.  and  R.  147, 16  Am. 
Dec.  656.  But  in  a  few  cases  it  baa  been 
ruled  that  no  recovery  can  be  bad  where 
the  stakeholder  is  not  notified  before  the 
happening  of  the  event,  though  the  money 
has  not  yet  been  paid  to  the  winner. 
Yates  V.  "Foote,  12  Johns.  1;  Johnston  v. 
Russell,  37  Cal.  670;  Hill  v.  Kidd,  48  Cal. 
615.  This  is  the  law  in  Missouri  by  statute. 
R.  S.  1889,  §  5216.  And  if  the  other  party 
has  the  money  in  his  hands,  the  party  re- 
scinding the  bet  before  the  event  happens 
may  recover  it  from  him.  Hickerson  v. 
Benson,  8  Mo.  8,  40  Am.  Dec.  115;  Harper 
v.  Cram,  30  Ohio  St.  338,  38  Am.  Rep.  589: 
McKeev.  Maurice,  11  Cush.  857. 

1  s  Skinner  v.  Henderson,  10  Mo.  205. 
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§57.    Benefits  Received  Under  Agreement  Partly 

Performed. 

Where  a  person  promises  to  do  a  certain  thing  and 
his  compensation  is  either  expressly  or  impliedly  de- 
pendent upon  the  thing  being  entirely  performed  by 
him,  a  partial  performance  will  be  of  no  avail  and  he 
can  recover  nothing  upon  the  contract^  In  England 
he  may  not  recover  in  quasi  contract  for  the  benefits 
the  defendant  has  received  from  the  part  performance.^ 
The  leading  English  case  is  Cutter  v.  PouoelU  Here 
the  defendant  had  a  ship  which  was  about  to  sail  from 
Jamaica  to  England  and  wanted  a  second  mate.  In 
answer  to  an  advertisement  a  suitable  person  presented 
himself  in  the  shape  of  Mr.  T.  Cutter,  and  the  defendant 
gave  him  a  note  to  this  effect :  "Ten  days  after  the 
ship  (Jovemor  Parry,  myself  master,  arrives  at  Liver- 
pool, I  promise  to  pay  to  Mr.  T.  Cutter,  the  sum  of 
thirty  guineas,  provided  he  proceeds,  continues  and 
does  his  duty  as  second  mate  in  the  said  ship  from 
hence  to  the  port  of  Liverpool."  The  ship  set  sail  and 
arrived  at  Liverpool  on  October  11th.  Cutter  did  his 
duty  as  second  mate  until  the  20th  of  September,  when 
he  died.  It  was  held  that  his  representatives  could  not 
recover  upon  the  express  contract,  for  its  terms  were  un- 
fulfilled ;  nor  could  they  recover  upon  a  qu(mtum  meruit 
for  such  services  as  he  had  rendered,  because  the  terms 
of  the  express  contract  excluded  the  arising  of  any  such 
implied  contract  as  would  form  the  basis  of  a  claim 
upon  a  quantum  meruit.    Said  Grose^  J. : 

"It  may  fairly  be  considered  that  the  parties  themselTes  under- 
stood that  if  the  whole  duty  were  performed  the  mate  was  to  re- 
celTO  the  whole  sum,  and  that  he  was  not  to  reoeire  anything  unless 
he  did  continue  on  board  during  the  whole  voyage." 

iHartupee  ▼.  Crawford,  56  Fed.  Rep.  > Appleby  v.  Myers,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  661. 

<1*  36  T.  R.  8«>;  2  Smith  Lead.  Gas.  18. 
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In  the  United  States^  it  is  held  that  where  a  contract 
is  not  fully  completed  because  of  sickness  or  death  or 
from  some  cause  over  which  the  party  had  no  control, 
.  there  may  be  a  recovery  in  quasi  contract  for  the  bene- 
fits confared  on  the  defendant  by  the  part  perform- 
ance.*   And  it  has  been  likewise  held  that  where: 

"The  articles  dellyered  were  a  part  only  of  those  agreed  to  be 
furnished  under  a  special  contract  which  was  entire  in  its  nature, 
providing  one  gross  sum  for  the  whole,  yet  the  delivery  of  a  part  of 
the  contracted  articles  only,  and  the  defendant's  acceptance  and  ap- 
propriation of  these,  had  conferred  a  benefit  upon  him,  and  created 
a  corresponding  duty  or  implied  contract,  separate  from,  and  inde- 
pendent of  the  special  contract,  to  pay  what  such  delivered  portion 
was  reasonably  worth;  leaying  to  the  defendant  the  right  to  recoup 
in  this  action,  or  to  recover  in  another  such  damages  as  he  might  be 
able  to  show  he  had  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs  failure  to  perform 
the  special  contract'" 

Under  an  entire  contract  for  the  building  of  a  house, 
if  the  house  is  destroyed  before  its  completion,  the 
builder  can  recover  nothing.®  Here  it  is  clear  that  there 
can  be  no  recovery  on  the  contract,  for  it  has  not  been 
performed ;  nor  on  a  quasi  contract,  for  the  defendant 
has  received  no  benefit  from  the  partial  performance.^ 
Where,  however,  one  has  agreed  for  a  certain  sum  to  do 
work  and  labor  on  a  building  and  after  partly  complet- 
ing his  contract,  the  building  is  destroyed,  it  seems  that 
he  may  recover  the  value  of  his  services  up  to  that  time, 
not  because  what  he  has  furnished  has  been  of  any  ben- 


♦Wolfe  V.  Hawes,  80  N.  Y.  1»7;  Green  v. 
Gilbert,  21  Wis.  896;  Lakeman  y.  Pollard, 
43  Me.  468;  Ryan  v.  Dayton,  25  Conn.  188, 
65  Am.  Dec.  560;  Hildebrand  v.  Am.  Co., 
86  N.  W.  Rep.  268  (Wis.);  Wolfe  v.  Howes, 
20  N.  Y.  m,  75  Am.  Dec.  884.  But  there 
can  be  no  recovery  where  the  sickness 
could  hare  been  foreseen.  Jennings  v. 
Liron,  89  Wis.  568.  So  the  act  of  the  law 
(Tones  v.  Judd,  4  Comst.  412)  and  war 
(Manhattan  Life  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Buck,  93  U.  S. 
2e4)  have  been  held  a  good  excuse. 

sWilson  V.  Wagor.  iG  Mich.  464;  Rich- 
ards V.  Shaw,  67  iff.  222. 

•Brecknock  Co.  v.  Pritchard,  6  D.  &  B. 

72 


760;  Partridge  v.  Forsyth.  »  Ala.  200; 
Brumby  v.  Smith,  3  Ala.  128;  Newman 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Purdam.  41  Ohio  St.  878; 
Tompkins  v.  Dudley,  25  N.  Y.  272,  82  Am. 
Dec.  849:  School  Trustees  v.  Bennett,  27 
N.  J.  (L.)  878;  Voght  v.  Hecker,  96  N.  W. 
Rep.  90  (Wis.):  s«e  Siegel  v.  Eaton  Co., 
166  lU.  660,  46  N.  E.  Rep.  449. 

7  If  the  property  had  been  insured  by  the 
defendant  and  he  had  collected  the  insur- 
ance then  the  plaintiff  could  recover  to  the 
extent  that  the  defendant  had  profited  by 
his  work.  Cook  v.  McCabe,  63  Wis.  26(). 
ION.  W.  Rep.  607. 
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efit  to  the  owner  but  because  the  owner  is  considered 
to  have  impliedly  agreed  that  the  building  shall  be  in 
existence  so  that  he  could  complete  the  work,  which 
promise  has  not  been  fulfilled.®  In  Hwynes  v.  Baptist 
Church,^  A  agreed  to  make  and  put  in  place  certain 
church  fixtures.  He  was  to  be  paid  on  the  completion 
and  acceptance  of  the  work.  Before  its  completion  and 
acceptance^  the  church  burned  down,  and  it  was  held 
that  A  could  recover  for  as  much  as  he  had  done  up  to 
the  time  of  the  fire,  the  court  saying : 


"The  Implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was  to  have 
and  keep  the  building  ready  to  receive  these  fixtures  and  to  furnish 
room  therein  for  them  for  such  length  of  time  as  would  reasonably 
be  required  to  put  them  in  place.  The  agreement  to  do  all  this  is 
as  much  a  part  of  the  contract,  as  if  expressed  therein  in  terms. 
This  the  defendant  failed  to  do.  Besides  this  the  house  was  in  the 
possession,  control,  care  and  custody  of  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
had  nothing  to  do  with  its  protection,  further  than  to  be  without 
fault  as  to  its  own  work.  The  contract  was  not,  therefore,  an  abso- 
lute one  to  do  the  work  at  all  hazards  but  it  was  dependent  upon 
the  assumed  and  implied  conditions  before  stated,  conditions  which 
the  defendant  was  to  perform  and  which  it  did  not  perform.  Ac- 
cording to  the  weight  of  the  American  authority  such  a  contract 
is  severable  to  the  extent  that  the  mechanic  may  recover  for  work 
done  up  to  the  time  of  the  fire." 

§58.     Where  Default  in  Performance  Willful. 

Where  the  default  in  full  performance  is  the  result 
of  a  willful  refusal,  the  party  is  not  entitled  to  any 
equitable  relief  and  hence  should  not  recover  the  bene- 
fits which  the  defendant  has  received  by  his  part  per- 
formance. Therefore,  it  is  almost  universally  held  that 
one  who  has  agreed  to  do  a  prescribed  thing  for  an- 

•Niblo  ▼.  BioMe,  3  Abb.  App.   Dec.  875;  but  the  defendant  bad  entered  into  its  use 

Wheebin  ▼.  Ansonia  Clock  Co.,  07  N.  Y.  and  occupation  and  enioved  the  labor  and 

888;  Cleary  ▼.  Sobier,  180  Mast.  310;  HoUis  material  of  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  was  per- 

V.  Chapman,  86  Tex.  1;  Weis  v.  Devlin,  07  mitted  to  recover  the  value  thereof.     And 

Tex.  607, 00  Am.  Rep.  88;  Rawson  v.  Clark,  see  Younflr  v.  City  of    Chicopee,  72  N.  B. 

70  111.  0B6.    In  Lord  v.  Wheeler,  1  Gray  Rep.  08  (Mass.). 

»,  where  the  housewa.  destroyed  before  ggg  Mo.  «85, 57  Am.  Rep.  413. 

the  repairs  contracted  for  were  completed,  '^ 
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other  for  which  he  is  to  be  paid  a  certain  sum — as  for 
example,  to  build  a  house  or  manufacture  an  article  or 
deliver  goods — can  not  after  partly  carrying  out  his 
agreement  abandon  it  and  sue  for  the  value  of  what  he 
has  performed.^  So  where  a  person  is  employed  for  a 
term  at  a  certain  salary  or  wage  and  before  the  end  of 
the  term  he  willfully  and  without  legal  cause  abandons 
his  employment,  he  can  recover  nothing  for  what  he  hsB 
done.^    As  well  put  by  Lincoln,  J. :' 


«i 


'It  cannot  but  seem  strange  to  those  who  are  In  any  degree  famil- 
iar with  the  fundamental  principles  of  law  that  doubts  should  ever 
be  entertained  upon  a  question  of  this  nature.  Courts  of  Justice  are 
eminently  characterized  by  their  obligation  and  office  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  contracts,  and  to  withhold  aid  and  countenance  from 
those  who  seek  through  their  Instrumentality  Impunity  or  excuse  for 
the  violation  of  them.  And  It  Is  no  less  repugnant  to  the  well-estab- 
lished rules  of  civil  jurisprudence  than  to  the  dictates  of  moral  sense 
that  a  party  who  deliberately  and  understandlngly  enters  Into  an 
engagement  and  voluntarily  breaks  It,  should  be  permitted  to  make 
that  very  engagement  the  foundation  of  a  claim  to  compensation 
for  services  under  It" 


1  Cochran  v.  Balfe,  M  Pac.  Rep.  399 
(Colo.):  Springrdale  Aasn.  v.  Smith,  88  111. 
dBS;  Riddellv.  Peck-Williamson  Co.,  09 
Pac.  Rep.  941  (Mont.);  Jenninfirs  v.  Camp, 
18  Johns.  91,  7  Am.  Dec.  3«7;  Brown  v. 
Fitch,  88  N.  J.  (L.)  418;  Haslack  v.  Myers, 
S6  N.  J.  (L.)  284;  Gillespie  Tool  Co.  v. 
Wilson,  128  Pa.  St.  19.  IG  Atl.  Rep.  36: 
Hartman  v.  Meighan,  83  Atl.  Rep.  123 
(Pa.):  Kelly  v.  Bradford,  38  Vt.  85;  Nfalbow 
V.  Birey,  11  Wis.  107;  Moritz  v.' Larson,  70 
Wis.  589,  36  N.  W.  Rep.  381;  Cohn  v. 
Plumer.  60  N.  W.  Rep.  1000  (Wis.);  Der- 
mott  V.  Jones,  2  Wall.  1. 

zTimberlake  v.  Thayer,  14  So  Rep. 
446  (Miss.);  Turner  v.  Robinson,  6  B.  & 
Ad.  788;  Wright  v.  Turner,  1  Stew.  (Ala.) 
29,  18  Am.  Dec.  86;  Hutchinson  v.  Wet- 
more,  2  Cal.  810,  56  Am.  Dec.  387;  Hogan 
V.  Titlow,  14  Cal.  256;  Eldridge  v.  Rowe,  2 
Gil.  (III.)  91,  43  Am.  Dec.  41;  Ang^le  v. 
Hanna,  22  111.  429.  74  Am.  Dec.  461;  Swanze 
V.  Moore.  22  111.  63, 74  Am.  Dec.  134;  Mort- 
mann  v.  Lefaux,  6  Mart.  (La.)  654.  12  Am. 
Dec.  488;  Miller  v.  Godard,  34  Me.  102,  56 
Am.  Dec.  638;  Almstead  v.  Beale,  19  Pick. 
,'i28;  Hanley  v.  Walker,  79  Mich.  607,  45  N. 
W.  Rep.  57;  Nelichka  v.  Esterly,  29  Minn. 
146, 12  N.  W.  Rep.  457:  Peterson  v.  Mayer, 
46  Minn.  468,  49  N.  W.  Rep.  245;  Posey  v. 
Garth.  7  Mo.  91,  37  Am.  Dec.  188;  Henson 
V.  Hampton,  82  Mo.  411;  Schneer  v.  Lemp, 

74 


19  Mo.  40;  Webb  v.  Duckeyfield,  13  Johns. 
889,  7  Am.  Dec.  888;  McMillan  v.  Vander- 
lip,  12  Johns.  165,  7  Am.  Dec.  299;  Painote 
V.  Sanders,  41  Vt.  66;  Diefenback  v.  Surk, 
56  Wis.  462.  48  Am.  Rep.  79. 

Contra.  The  courts  of  several  states 
(following  Britton  v.  Turner,  6  N.  H.  48,28 
Am.  Dec.  718),  permit  a  partial  recovery 
where  the  abandonment  is  willful,  with  a 
right  in  the  defendant  to  set  off  such  dam  - 
age  as  he  may  have  suffered  from  the 
plaintiff's  breach  of  his  agreement.  Dun- 
can V.  Baker.  21  Kan.  107;  Pixler  v..  Nich- 
ols, 8  Iowa  106.  74  Am.  Dec.  296-  Byerlee  v. 
Mendel,  89  Iowa  882*  Purcell  v.  McCorober. 
11  Neb  209,  38  Am.  Rep.  866- Coe  v.  Smith, 
4  Ind.  79,  58  Am.  Dec,  618;  Riggs  v.  Horde, 
26  Tex.  Supp.  456,  78  Am.  Dec.  584;  Hollis 
V.  Chapman,  86  Tex.  1.  The  unsoundness 
of  the  doctrine  of  Britton  v.  Turner  is 
effectively  shown  by  Mr.  Keener  in  his 
work  on  Quasi  Contracts,  p.  218-222. 
"Though  an  exception  has  been  made  in 
the  case  of  building  contracts  .  .  .  the 
rule  in  Britton  v.  Turner  has  never  been 
the  rule  in  this  state."  Gruetzner  v.  Aude, 
28  Mo.  (App.)  265;  Banse  v.  Tate,  62  Mo. 
(AppO  150;  Blanton  v.  King,  78  Mo.  (App.) 
148;  Earp  v.  Tyler,  73  '       " 


Ashbrook,  14  Mo.  378. 


o.    617;  Lee    v. 


3 Stark  V.  Parker,  2  Pick.  267. 
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§59.    Money  Paid  for  Use  of  Another. 


Where  one  person  pays  money  for  another  under  cir- 
cnmstances  which  make  it  right  and  just  that  it  should 
be  repaid,  the  law  implies  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
person  benefited  to  repay  it,  without  any  actual  agree- 
ment on  his  part.^  Therefore  when  a  person  has  been 
compelled  by  law  to  pay  money  which  another  was  lia- 
ble to  pay  and  the  latter  has  obtained  the  benefit  of  the 
payment  he  may  be  compelled  to  repay  the  sum.*  But 
the  payment  must  operate  in  discharge  of  some  liability 
on  his  part,  the  discharge  of  a  mere  moral  obligation  or 
one  not  recognized  in  law  or  in  equity  will  not  create  a 
liability  to  repay.®  And  the  law  does  not  imply  any 
promise  to  repay  one  who  voluntarily  pays  another's 
•debt,  for  one  is  not  allowed  to  make  himself  the  creditor 
of  another  by  paying  his  debt  against  his  will  or  without 
his  consent.*  If  a  person  to  preserve  his  own  property 
is  required  to  pay  another's  debt  the  latter  becomes  lia- 
ble to  repay  him,^  as  where  one  having  purchased  a 
chattel  discovers  a  lien  upon  it  given  by  the  seller,  and 
pays  it  to  get  a  clear  title,®  or  one  purchases  goods 
which  turn  out  to  have  been  imported  in  violation  of 
the  revenue  laws,  and  pays  the  penalty  to  avoid  their 
forfeiture,*^  in  both  these  cases  the  law  creates  a  promise 
on  the  part  of  the  seller  to  reimburse  the  purchaser. 
So  a  surety  discharging  his  principal's  debt  has  an  ac- 


1  Lawson  Rifphts.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  3S49; 
Lewis  V.  CampbelU  8  C.  B.  545;  Moule  v. 
Garrett,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  101;  Van  Santen  v. 
Sundard  Oil  Co.,  81  N.  Y.  171. 

>  Ralston  v.  Wood.  15  111.  150;  68  Am. 
Dec.  004. 

>  Lawson  Rights.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  S  350. 

«  Johnson  v.  Packet  Co.,  L.  R,  3  C.  P.  48; 
Winsor  v.  Savaflre,  9  Metr.  846;  Seituate  v. 
Hanover,  9  Gray,  420;  Boncroft  v.  Abbott, 
8  Allen,  584;  Jones  v.  Wilson,  8  Johns.  434; 
Beach  v.Vanderbureh,10  Johns  S01;Blanch- 
-ard  V.  First  Association.  59  Me.  208;  Rich-. 


ardson  v.  Williamson,  49  Me.  558;  Woodford 
V.  Leavenworth,  14  Ind.  811;  Oden  v.  Elli- 
ott. 10  B.Mon.  813:  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  3  Strob. 
580. 

s  Exall  V.  Partridf^e,  8  T,  R.  806;  Ed- 
munds  v.  Wallingford,  14  Q.  B.  Div.811; 
Johnson  v.  Royal  Mail  Co.,  L.  R.  3  C.P. 
38;  Cole  v.  Malcolm.  68  N.  Y.  868;  Wells  v. 
Porter,  7  Wend.  119;  Graham  v.  Dunfi^an,  2 
Bosw.  516. 

•  Alford  V.  Cobb,  88  Hun  88. 

7  Summers  v.  Clark,  89  La.  Ann.  98. 
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tion  against  the  principal,  though  the  latter  has  made 
no  express  promise  to  repay,®  and  likewise  where  one  of 
two  sureties  pays  more  than  his  share.' 

§60.    Failure  of  Consideratioit. 

Where  money  has  been  paid  for  a  consideration  which 
fails,  the  payor  may  recover  it  back  on  an  implied  con- 
tract to  repay  it,^  as  for  example  where  one  pays  for 
goods  which  the  seller  fails  to  deliver,*  or  pays  money 
on  a  contract  to  convey  a  piece  of  land  and  it  turns  out 
that  the  vendor  has  no  title  to  convey  or  he  refuses  to- 
convey.*  But  where  one  has  obtain^  the  thing  he  paid 
for,  he  can  not  recover  back  the  purchase  price  merely^ 
because  it  was  at  the  time  or  has  become  of  no  valua* 
And  where  the  failure  of  consideration  is  only  partial' 
and  the  money  paid  is  not  by  the  terms  of  the  contract 
apportionable  with  reference  to  the  performance  of  the- 
defendant  there  can  be  no  action  for  the  money.** 

(c) 

PROMISES  IMPLIED  FROM  EXPRESS  ONES. 

§61.     Introductory. 

Every  contract  will  be  construed  by  the  court  to  in- 
clude all  matters  which  it  is  plain  the  parties  intended 


•  Deerioff  V.  Winchelsea,  2  B.  A  P.  870; 
Kimble  v.  Cummins,  8  Met.  (Ky.)  887;  Clay 
V.  Severance,  66  Vt.  800;  Gibbs  v.  Bryant, 
1  Pick.  118;  Appleton  v.  Bascom.S  Mete.  19: 
Powell  V.  Smith,  8  Johns.  949;  Wacrd  ▼.  Hen- 
ry. 6  Conn  696. 

9  Ruflsel  V.  Peilor,  1  Ohio  St.  887,  CO  Am. 
Dec.  afi7;  Moore  v.  Moore,  4  Hawks.  866, 15 
Am.  Dec.  688;  White  v.  Banks.  21  AU.  706, 
68  Am.  Dec.  258. 

1  Chapman  v.  Brooklvn,    40  N.  Y.  880; 

iohnaon*  v.  Jennings,  10  Gratt.  1,  60  Am. 
>ec.  8S8;  Grlffgs  ▼.  Austin,  8  Pick.  20;  Nast 
V.  Towne,6  Wall.889;  Knowles  v.  Bovill, 
22  L.  P.  Rep.  70. 
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s  Devaux  v  Connelly.  8  C.  B.  640;    Man- 
ning; V.  Humphreirtt  8  B.  D.  Smith  818. 

9  Pipkin  V.  James,  1  Humph.  8S6,  84  Am. 
Dec.  6fi2:  Wright  v.  Coles,  8  C.  B.  160. 

*  Shwazenbach  v.  Odorless,  etc.,  Co.,  65 . 
Md.  84, 67  Am.  Rep.  901. 

8  Towers  ▼.  Barrett,  1  Term  Rep.  188; 
Hunt    ▼.  Silk,   6  Bast.  449;  Whencup  v. 
Hughes,  L.  R.  6,  C.  P.  78:  Stevens  ▼.  Cush- 
ing.l  N.  H.  17;  Way  ▼.  Cutting,  17  N.  H.. 
480;  Simmons  v.  Putnam,  11  Wis.  198. 
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to  express  but  did  not,  and  all  matters  which  the  la;w 
implies  as  part  of  the  whole  contract 

§62.     Usages  of  Trade  a/nd  Business. 

Every  trade,  business  or  calling  has  its  usages ;  and 
persons  who  make  agreements  relating  thereto,  assume 
that  all  the  customary  incidents  of  such  agreements 
shall  be  part  of  the  agreement  and  hence  do  not  ex- 
pressly refer  to  them.  This  is  as  true  in  the  case  of 
written  as  of  oral  contracts.  In  the  hurry  of  bargain  and 
trade  and  in  all  the  transactions  of  busy  men  only  a  por- 
tion of  the  real  bargain  is  actually  written  out.  Only  the 
special  particulars  are  written  out  and  not  those  mat- 
ters which  each  party  takes  it  for  granted  are  part  of 
the  agreement^  As  well  put  by  an  English  judge — ^if 
A  was  to  agree  to  sell  B  a  lion  for  a  certain  price,  B 
might  certainly  refuse  to  receive  the  lion  uncaged  and 
with  a  chain  and  collar  like  a  lap  dog,  if  it  were  fidiown 
to  be  the  custom  to  deliver  wild  animals  in  cages,  even 
though  the  contract  said  not  a  word  about  a  caga^  In 
a  leading  case?  the  owner  of  a  city  lot  made  an  agree- 
ment with  the  defendant  to  excavate  his  lot  for  a  certain 
sum.  When  the  work  was  done  and  the  contractor 
came  for  his  money,  the  owner  wanted  to  know  where 
the  sand  was  that  he  had  taken  from  the  excavation. 
The  defendant  said  that  he  had  taken  it  away  because  it 
belonged  to  him.  Nothing  was  said  in  the  agreement 
as  to  what  was  to  be  done  with  the  sand  but  the  defend- 
ant proved  a  custom  of  trade  that  in  such  cases  the  sand 
became  the  property  of  the  excavator.  And  it  was  held 
that  this  being  so,  the  court  would  presume  that  the 

>  LawKm,  Utages  and  Customs,  ff  90,  >  Robertson  ▼.     Jackson,  8  C.  B.  412. 

^^-  3  Cooper  ▼.  Kane,  19  Wend.  888. 
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parties  intended  this  to  be  a  term  in  the  contract  though 
not  expressed. 


§63.    Implied  Promises  in  Contracts  of  Sole. 

In  contracts  of  sale  of  personal  property,  the  buyer 
is  held  to  impliedly  warrant  his  title  to  the  chattel,  t.  e., 
that  it  is  his  to  sell  though  he  may  have  made  no  express 
promise  on  the  subject,^  and  while,  as  a  general  rule, 
there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  the  quality  of  the  chat- 
tel where  the  buyer  has  an  opporunity  of  examining  it 
—the  maxim  of  the  common  law  ca/ocdt  emptor  apply- 
ing2 — ^yet  where  goods  are  sold  for  a  particular  purpose 
(that  purpose  and  not  any  specific  article  being  the  es- 
sence of  the  contract )  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that 
they  are  reasonably  fit  for  that  purpose.®  Where  an 
article  is  ordered  to  be  manufactured,  there  is  an  im- 
plied promise  that  it  shall  be  of  merchantable  quality.* 
Where  goods  are  sold  by  kind  or  description,  there  is 
an  implied  condition  that  the  seller  shall  supply  such 
goods  as  are  commercially  known  under  the  description, 
and  of  a  merchantable  or  salable  quality,  and  in  a  mer- 
chantable state.^  Where  goods  are  sold  by  a  sample 
shown  to  the  buyer,  a  warranty  is  implied  that  the  goods 
delivered  shall  correspond  in  quality  to  the  sample,® 
and  on  a  sale  of  articles  of  food  intended  for  immediate 
domestic  use,  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  they 
are  wholesome  and  fit  for  food.'' 


1  Morley  v.    Attenborough,  S  ^x.  500; 
Gross  V.  Kierski,  41  Gal.  111. 

>  Barnard  v.  KellofirGr,  lo  Wall.  883. 

3  Gerst   V.  Jones,  32  Gratt.  521,  84  Am. 
Rep.  773;  Jones  V.  Just,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  197. 

«  Randall  v.  Newsom,  2  Q.  B.  Div.  108. 

5  Wolcott  V.  Mount,  88  N.  J.      (L.)  496: 
Hawldns  v.  Pemberton,  51  N.  Y.  198. 

«  Bradford  v.  Manly,  13  Mass.  189,7  Am. 
Dec.  122. 

7  Van  Bracklin  v.  Fonda,  12  Johns.  468, 
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7  Am.  Dec.  339:  Hoover  v.  Peters,  18  Mich. 
5t.  There  is  no  implied  warranty  on  a  sale 
to  a  dealer  or  as  between  dealers.  Wiedel- 
man  V.  Keller,  49  N.  B.  Rep.  210  (111.); 
Hanson  v.  Hartse,  78  N.  W.  Rep.  183 (Wis.) 
Warren  V.  Buck,  42  Atl.  Rep.  976  (Vt.)  A 
water  company,  it  is  held  in  a  recent  case, 
does  not  warrant  anything  as  to  the  quality 
of  the  water  it  supplies.  Green  v.  Ashland 
Water  Co.,  77  N.  W.  Rep.  724  (Wis.).  But 
the  contrary  has  been  just  decided  in  Bng-- 
land  as  to  a  saloon  keeper  selling  beer  to  a 
customer.  Wren  v.  Holt,  1  K.  B.  Djv.  610 
(1903J. 


CH.  II.]  EXPRESS  AND  IMPLIED  CONTRACTS. 


§  64 


§64.     Implied  Promises  in  Contracts  of  Agency 

and  Service. 

One  who  agrees  to  perform  a  particular  service,  as 
agent,  servant  or  employee,  impliedly  agrees  to  perform 
it  faithfully,  carefully,  and  with  reasonable  skill,^  and 
that  he  will  not  use  to  the  employer's  detriment  any 
private  or  confidential  information  which  he  may  obtain 
during  and  on  account  of  his  employment^  He  who 
offers  his  services  in  alearned  profession  impliedly  prom- 
ises that  he  possesses  and  will  use  reasonable  skill,  judg- 
ment and  diligence  in  his  service.*  Where  one  con- 
tracts with  another  as  agent,  he  impliedly  warrants  to 
that  other  that  he  has  authority  from  his  superior  to 
make  the  contract*  And  a  principal  impliedly  prom- 
ises the  agent  to  reimburse  him  for  any  disbursements 
or  losses  he  may  be  charged  with  in  the  conduct  of  the 
agency.*^  All  these  cases  are  illustrative  of  the  general 
principle  that  where: 

"A  relation  exists  between  two  parties,  which  Involves  the  per- 
formance of  certain  duties  by  one  of  them,  and  the  payment  of  re- 
ward to  him  by  the  other,  the  law  will  Imply,  or  the  Jury  may  Infer, 
a  promise  by  each  party  to  do  what  Is  to  be  done  by  him."* 


1  Lawaon,  Rights,  Remedies  &  Pr.,  $ 
270;  Pump  Co.  V.  Mfg.  Co.,  84  Mo.  (A pp.) 
904. 

>  Robb  ▼.  Green,  2  Q.  B.  Div.  1  815. 

3  As  a  physican  or  surgeon.  Vanhooser 
V.  Bughoff,  00  Mo.  487;  Bwing  v.  Goode, 
78  Fea.  Rep.  442.  An  optician.  Price  v.  Ga. 
Nun,  11  Misc.  (N.  Y.  )  74.  A  teacher.  Barn- 

£  rover  v.  Maack,  46  Mo.  (App. )  407.  A 
fryer.  Goodefroy  v.  Dalton,  tf  Bing.  487; 
Chase  v.  Heaney,  70  III.  866;  Bowman  v. 
Tallman,  87  How.  Pr.  874.  An  architect. 
Maack  ▼.  Schneider.  67  Mo.  (App.)  431; 
Coombs  V.  B^de,  89  Me.  187,  86  Atl.  Rep. 
104:  Chapel  v.  Clark,  117  Mich.  688,  76  N. 


W.  Rep.  62.  Or  any  person  undertaking  to 
do  work  requiring  special  skill  Van  Nor  - 
thwick  V.  Holbine,  86  N.  W.  Rep.  1067 
(NeU.). 

4  Post.  §  194. 

'  On  a  photographer    agreeing  to  take 
a  picture  for  a  customer  there  arises  an  im- 

Elied  promise  that  the  negative  shall  only 
e  used  for  the  printing  ol  such  portraits 
as  the  customer  may  order  or  authorize. 
Pollard  V.  Photographic  Co.,  40  Ch.  Div.; 
Moor  V.  Rugg,  44  Minn.  28,  20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  630. 

0  Morgan  v.  Ravey.  6  H .  &  N.  266;  Lamb 
V.  Evans,  1  Ch.  218  (1898). 
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(A)      WHAT  OONTRAOTS  ARE  WITHIK  THE  STATUTE. 

75.  "Special  Promise  by  Bxecutor  or  Administrator." 

76.  Promise  to  "Answer  for  Debt,  Default  or  Miscarriage  of 

Another.*' 

77.  "Agreements  in  Consideration  of  Marriage.' 

78.  "Interest  in  or  Concerning  Lands.' 

79.  "Agreements  not  to  be  Performed  within  a  Tear.' 

80.  Other  Agreements  which  are  and  are  not   within    the 

Statute. 

(b)      form  REQUIRED  BY  THE  STATUTE. 

81.  General  Principles. 

82.  Memorandum  must  Show  Complete  Agreement. 

83.  Must  Show  Parties. 

84.  Consideration. 

86.  Must  be  Signed  by  Party  Charged. 
86.  Signing  by  Agent 
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(C)      EFFKOT  OF  NON-COMPLIANCE. 

87.  Agreement  not  Void  but  Simply  Unenforceable. 

88.  Part  Performance. 

TV,    The  Statute  of  Frauds— Seventeenth  Seotion. 

89.  Introductory. 

(a)    what  contracts  are  within  the  statute. 

90.  "Qoods,  Wares  and  Merchandise." 

91.  Contracts  for  Work  and  LAbor. 

92.  Value. 

(b)    form  required  bt  the  statute. 

93.  Acceptance  and  Receipt 

94.  Earnest  or  Part  Payment 

(C)      EFFECT  OF  NON-COMPLIANCE. 

95.  Under  this  Section  Contract  Void. 

§65.     The  Different  Kinds  of  Contracts. 

There  is  but  one  formal  contract,  viz.,  the  deed  or  con- 
tract  under  seal;  all  others  are  simple  contracts  depend- 
ing for  their  validity  upon  the  presence  of  considera- 
tion. Therefore,  contracts  are  divisible  into  two  classes, 
( 1 )  contracts  under  seal  called  also  deeds  or  specialties, 
and  (2)  contracts  not  under  seal,  called  also  simple  or 
parol  contracts. 

There  is  no  distinct  class  of  contracts  merely  in  writ- 
ing.^ Statutes,  however,  have  been  passed  from  time  to 
time  which  impose  upon  some  simple  contracts  the  ne- 
cessity of  some  kind  of  form,  and  these  stand  in  an  inter- 
mediate position  between  the  deed  to  which  its  form 
alone  gives  legal  force,  and  the  simple  contract  which 
rests  upon  consideration  and  is  free  from  the  imposi- 
tion of  any  statutory  form.* 


iperrinc  v.  Cheeseman,  UN.  J.  L.,19  'As  to  jud^fmentsaometimes  called  con 

Am.  Dec.  388;  Whitebill  v.  Wilson,  8  P.  A       tracts  of  record,  see  ante  §  46. 
W.406:  Sublet  ▼.  Cowman,  7  Gill.  &  J. 
M4. 
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I. 

Contracts  Under  Seal. 
§66.     Introductory, 

m 

The  formal  contract  of  our  law  is  the  contra4)t  under 
seal.  It  is  called  a  formal  contract,  because  it  derives 
its  yalidity  from  its  form  alone,  and  not  from  the  fact 
of  agreement,  nor  from  the  consideration  which  may  ex- 
ist for  the  promise  of  either  party.  The  subject  of 
deeds  belongs  to  a  work  on  Eeal  Property  and  not  to 
a  work  like  this  on  the  general  subject  of  Contracts. 
We  shall  therefore  consider  briefly  in  this  place  how 
the  deed  is  made,  what  are  its  chief  characteristics  as 
distinguished  from  simple  contracts,  and  under  what 
circumstances  it  is  necessary  to  contract  under  seal. 

§67.     Corvtract  Under  Seal — How  Made. 

A  deed  must  be  in  writing  or  printed  on  paper  or 
parchment^  It  must  be  signed,  sealed  and  delivered. 
At  common  law  signing  was  not  essential,  but  in  the 
United  States  it  is.*  A  seal  was  always  necessary,  which 
at  common  law  was  an  "impression  on  wax  or  paper  or 
some  other  tenacious  substance  capable  of  being  im- 
pressed,"^ and  thus  a  printed  impression  of  a  seal  on  a 
paper  is  not  a  seal  ;^  nor  a  scrawl  with  a  pen  f  nor  a 
slit  in  the  parchment  with  a  ribbon  run  through  it.®  In 
some  States,  by  statute,  a  scrawl  is  sufficient,*^  while  in 
some  the  necessity  of  a  seal  has  been  abolished.^ 

1  Lawson  Righu,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  i  2286.  s  Warren  v.  Lynch,  6  Johns.  946;  Hen- 

t  Lawson  Rigrhts,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  2270.  *Wck  v.  Briggs.  15  Neb.  469. 

a  4  Kent.  Com.  462;  Perrine  v.  Cheese-  •  Duncan  v.  Duncan,  1  Watts.  322. 

man,  11  N.  J.  (L.)  14:  19  Am.  Dec.  8S8;  f  Stimson*8  American  Statute    Law,  S 

Tasker  v.  Bartlett,  6  Gush.  859;  Warren  ▼.  1666. 

Lvn<±,  5  Johns.  246;  Pease  v.  Lawson,  33  s  Stimson»8  American     Statute  Law,  « 

Mo.  85.  1565.  ppr  the  history  of  the  origin  and  the 

*  Mitchell  V.  Union  Life  Ins.  Co.,  46  Me.  abolition  of  the  seal,  see  28  Am.  Law  Rev. 

106,  71  Am.  Dec.  629;  Richard  v.  Boiler,  26. 
6  Daly,  460. 
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Witnesses  are  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  deed 
unless  required  by  statute,'  though  as  a  matter  of  cau- 
tion and  for  the  easier  proof  of  its  execution  it  is  bet- 
ter to  have  a  deed  attested.^**  And  in  a  number  of 
States,  by  statute,  witnesses  are  necessary  to  the  val- 
idity of  a  deed  between  the  parties,^*  and  where  these 
are  in  force,  such  attestation  is  essential  to  a  valid  con- 
veyance.*^  So  where  a  statute  requires  deeds  to  be  ex- 
ecuted in  the  presence  of  two  witnesses,  a  deed  executed 
in  the  presence  of  one  only  is  void.^* 

Delivery  is  essential  to  give  effect  to  a  deed,  whether 
it  be  founded  on  a  consideration  or  not.^*  Without  de- 
livery all  the  preceding  formalities  are  unavailable;^** 
with  delivery  the  deed  becomes  absolute,  and  cannot  be 
defeated  by  the  grantor  by  any  subsequent  act,  unless 
by  virtue  of  some  power  contained  in  it,  or  for  fraud  or 
the  like.*®  Delivery  is  effected  either  by  actually  hand- 
ing the  deed  to  the  other  party  to  it,  or  to  a  stranger  for 
his  benefit,  or  by  words  indicating  an  intention  that  the 
deed  should  become  operative  though  it  is  retained  in 
the  possession  of  the  party  executing.*'^ 

Acceptance  by  the  grantee  is  likewise  essential,  for 
the  title  will  not  pass  until  the  deed  has  been  accepted,*® 
and  the  grantee  must  accept  before  the  rights  of  third 
parties  have  intervened ;  otherwise,  he  will  take  subject 
to  their  rights.*'  But  acceptance  is  presumed  where 
the  instrument  is  beneficial  to  the  grantee.^^ 


•4KentCom.  i51:  Keinhart  v.  Miller, 
tt  Ga.  408,  88  Am.  Dec.  506;  Dole  v.  Thur- 
}ow«  12  Mete.  166:   Meuley  v.  Ziegler,  28 
Tex.  88:  Longr  v.  Ram«ey,  1  S.  A  R.  72. 

loDole  V.  Thurlow,  12  Mete.  166. 

1 1  Lawsoo  Rights,  Ren.  A  Pr.,  §  2271. 

1  *  Meybem  ▼.  Strong.  6  Minn.  177, 80 
Am.  Dec.  441;  Crane  ▼.  Reeder,  21  Mich. 
M,  4  Am.  Rep.  480. 

1 3  Clark  ▼.  Graham.  6  Wheat.  677. 

1 « Van  Amrioge  v.  Morton,  4  Whart.S88, 
84  Am.  Dec.  517;  Jones  ▼.  Jones,  6  Conn. 
Ill,  16  Am.  Dec. 85;  Fay  v.  Richardson,  7 
Pick.  01;  Gorham  ▼.  Meecbem,  68  Vt.  281; 
SavAders  ▼.  Blythe,  112  Mo.  1. 


1  s  Tounge  v.  Gaildeau.  8  Wall.  641:  Fish- 
er V.  Beckworth,  80  Wis.  66;  Brown  v. 
Brown,  66  Me.  316. 

1  e  Lawson  Rights.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  S  2276. 

17  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  2276. 

» aCabett  v.  Norcross.  86  N.H.  99;  Mitch- 
ell V.  Ryan,  3  Ohio  St.  877;  Comer  v.  Bald- 
win, 16  Minn.  172;  Dikes  v.  Miller,  24  Tex. 
417;  McFadden  v.  Eisensmidt,  29Tcnn.  567; 
Bell  V.  Farmers*  Bank,  11  Bush,  84,21  Am. 
Rep.  205. 

!•  Bell  V.  Farmers*  Bank,  11  Bush,  84,  21 
Am.  Rep.  205;  Parmelee  v.  Simpson,  5  Wall. 
81; 

«•  Lawson  Righu,  Rem.  A  Pr.,  §  2276. 
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When  a  deed  is  delivered  on  a  condition  that  it  is  not 
to  take  effect  until  something  happens,  during  such 
period  it  is  termed  an  escroto,  but  immediately  upon  the 
fulfillment  of  the  condition  it  becomes  operative  and 
acquires  the  character  of  a  deed.^*  A  delivery  in  es- 
crow can  only  be  made  to  a  third  person.  If  made  to 
the  grantee,  or  to  the  grantee's  agent  only,  it  is  not  an 
escrow,  and  parol  evidence  that  it  was  conditional  is  in- 
admissible f^  nor  is  it  an  escrow  where  the  grantor  re- 
tains the  right  of  control  over  it.*^  The  escrow  takes 
effect  immediately  upon  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion without  any  formal  delivery  over  by  the  depositary. 
The  latter  becomes  at  once  the  agent  or  trustee  for  the 
grantee.** 

§68.     Estoppel  hy  Deed, 

« 

Statements  made  in  a  simple  contract,  though  strong 
evidence  against  the  parties  to  the  contract,  are  not  ab- 
solutely conclusive  against  them.  Statements  made  in 
a  deed  are  absolutely  conclusive  against  the  parties  to 
the  deed  in  any  legal  proceedings  between  them  taken 
upon  the  deed. 

"The  principle  is  that  where  a  man  has  entered  into  a  solemn 
engagement  by  and  under  his  hand  and  seal  as  to  certain  facts,  he 
shall  not  be  permitted  to  deny  any  matter  he  has  so  asserted."^ 

Such  a  prohibition  to  deny  facts  is  termed  an  es- 
toppel? 

21  Law80n  Rights,  Rem.  A  Pr.,  %  2277.  ^  Taunton,  J.,  in  Bowman  v.  Taylor,  2 

«  2  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  2277.  Ad.  &  Ell.  278. 

«  3  Campbell  v.  Thomas,  42  Wis.  437,  24  „  *  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  A  Pr .,  §  W84j  Van 

*_   ^In  din  Rensselaer  V.  Kearnev,  11  How.  822;  Geery 

Am.  Kcp.  «7.  «^  -  ^  V.  Stlmpson,  60  Me.  IM;  Beers  v.  Beers.  22 

2  4  Couch  V.  Meeker,  2  Conn.  802,  7  Am.  Mich.42;  Sage  v.  Jones,  47  Ind.  122;  Howard 

Dec.  274;  Pruteman  t.  Baker,  80  Wis.  644,  ^^  Massengale,  13  Lea,  677;  Dobbin  v.  Cru- 

11  Am.  Rep.  692.  ger,  108  111.  188;  Green  t.  Clark,  18  Vt.  158, 
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§69.     Merger. 

Where  two  parties  have  made  a  simple  contract  for 
any  purpose,  and  afterwards  have  entered  into  an  iden- 
tical engagement  by  deed,  the  simple  contract  is  merged 
in  the  deed  and  becomes  extinct* 

§70.     Contract  Ufider  Seal  Valid  Without 

Consideration. 

A  gratuitous  promise,  i.  e.,  one  for  which  the  promi- 
sor obtains  no  consideration  present  or  future,  is  bind- 
ing if  made  under  seal,  though  the  same  promise  would 
be  void  if  made  verbally,  or  in  writing  not  under  seal.* 

In  most  States  by  statute  want  of  consideration  may 
be  shown  in  defense  to  an  action  on  a  sealed  instru- 
ment,^ the  presence  of  a  seal  being  only  presumptive 
evidence  of  a  consideration.  But  under  these  statutes 
if  the  seal  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  making  binding  a 
gratuitous  promise  where  no  consideration  was  in- 
tended, it  will  be  held  to  have  that  effect.^ 

§71.     In  What  Cases  Contract  under  Seal  Necessary. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  a  person  shall,  in  making  a 
contract,  employ  a  deed,  except  in  those  cases  where 
that  form  is  required  either  by  the  rules  of  the  common 
law"  or  by  statute.  There  are  cases  in  which  the  com- 
mon law  demands  that  a  contract  shall  be  made  under 


1  See  post.  'Stim.Am.  St.  Law,  4121;  Winj^  ▼.Chase, 
1  Page   ▼.  Tnigart,  2  Mass.  169.  8  Am.  »  Me.  «»;  Case  ▼.  BroujfhtooJLlWend. 
Dec.  411  Smith  ▼.  Smith.  36  Ga.  184, 91  Am.  IM;  Grayv.  Hadkinspn,  1  ^ay,  ««;  Solo- 
Dec.  761:   McClaoahan  ▼.  Henderson.  9  A.  5°°  Z'  i?V??^*-i^*  Bmn.  232;  McCarty  ▼. 
K.  Marsh  886.  19  Am.  Dec.  419;  Cusack  v.  Beach.  10  Cal.  461. 

Whhe.  9  Mill.  979. 19  Am .  Dec.  669;  Saund •  3  AUer  ▼.  Aller,  40  N.  J.  (L.)  446;  Bender 

ersT.Blvthe,  119Mo.  1:  McMillan  v.  Ames,  v.  Been,  76  la.  283;  Candor's    Appeal,   27 

88  Minn.  287.  Pa.  St.  119. 
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seal  and  these  are:  (a)  gratuitous  promises,    (b)    con- 
tracts of  corporations,  (c)  conveyances  of  real  estate. 

(a)  A  gratuitous  promise  or  contract  for  which  there 
is  no  consideration  must  be  made  by  deed,  otherwise  it 
will  be  void.* 

(b)  The  common  law  rule  as  to  contracts  made  with 
corporations  was  that  a  corporation  coat  only  he  hound 
hy  contracts  under  the  seal  of  the  corporation.  A  cor- 
poration being  a  fictitious,  not  a  natural  person,  some 
evidence,  it  was  said,  is  required  that  the  aggregate  of 
individuals  composing  it  is  really  bound  to  that  which 
the  contract  purports  to  promise,  and  this  evidence  is 
supplied  by  the  use  of  the  seal  common  to  the  corpora- 
tion. But  this  requisite,  in  the  United  States  at  least, 
cannot  be  said  any  longer  to  exist,  for  it  is  now  well  set- 
tled that  the  contracts  which  a  corporation  has  the 
power  to  make  may  be  made  in  the  same  manner  that  a 
natural  person  would  make  them,  in  the  absence  of  any 
special  restriction  in  the  charter.^ 

(c)  A  deed  is  essential  to  convey  the  legal  title  to 
real  property.'  Whether  this  was  a  common  law  re- 
quisite or  not*  it  is  certain  that  the  word  conveyance 
always  meant  a  sealed  instrument*  and  the  statutes  of 
the  different  States  generally  require   this   formality.* 

II. 
Simple  Contracts. 

§72.     Simple  Contracts. 

Having  discussed  the  contract  which  acquires  val- 
idity by  reason  of  its  form  alone,  we  pass  to  the  con- 

iSee  post,  §  96.  «See  Tiedeman  on  Real  Prop.,  §  78S. 

2  Bank   of   Columbia    v.    Patterson,   7  sMcCabe  v.  Hunter,  7  Mo.  866. 

Cranch.  299:  Lawson  Righu.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  esce  Kin«ley   v.  Holbrook,  45   N.  H. 

$  4<».  811.  86  Am.  Dec.  178. 


sCrowell  V.  Maufirhs,  7  111.  419. 48  Am. 
Dec.  68.  See  Whiting  v.  Sweet,  22  N.  H. 
10,  58  Am.  Dec.  S28. 

86 


CH.  III.]  THE   FORM.  §  73 

tract  which  depends  for  its  validity  upon  the  presence 
of  consideration.  In  other  words,  we  pass  from  the 
formal  to  the  simple  contract,  or  from  the  contract  un- 
der seal  to  the  parol  contract,  so  called  because,  with 
certain  exceptions  to  which  reference  will  now  be  made, 
it  can  be  entered  into  by  word  of  mouth.  A  contract 
(subject  to  the  cases  just  noted  where  it  is  required  to 
be  made  under  seal,  and  subject  to  the.  cases  in  the  next 
section  where  it  is  required  to  be  evidenced  by  a  writ- 
ing) is  therefore  perfectly  valid  though  entered  into  by 
word  of  mouth.  Its  terms  may  be  more  difficult  to 
prove  than  they  would  be  were  they  in  writing — but  the 
agreement  is  not  ill^al  because  it  is  oral. 

§73.     Contracta  Required  to  he  in  Writing. 

The  only  contracts  which,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute, 
are  required  to  be  in  writing,  outside  of  those  requiring 
a  seal,  are  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes.  The 
necessity  of  writing,  as  evidence  of  agreement  or  as 
giving  validity  to  the  agreement,  is,  except  in  these 
cases,  purely  statutory.  The  most  important  statute 
of  this  class  is  the  statute  of  frauds  of  29  Charles  II, 
two  sections  of  which  (the  4th  and  17th)  have  been  sub- 
stantially re-enacted  in  most  of  the  states.^ 

III. 

The  Statute  op  Frauds,  Fourth  Sbotion. 

§74.     Introductory. 

The  fourth  section  of  the  statute  of  frauds  enacts 
that: 

>  At  to  other  cases  where  a  writinfr  is  es-  debt  made  durinfi:  infancy  and  an  acknowl- 

sential.  the  statutes  of  the  state  where  the  edgmentof  a  debt  barred  by  statute;  in 

contract  is  made  must  be  consulted.    By  Musourl  an  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  ex- 

the  Federal  statutes  assis^nments  of  patents  change     (Dickinson   v.    March,    67    Mo. 

and  copyrlgbu;  by  the  statutes  of  many  of  (App.)  668;  Scudder  v.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  (406) 

the  sutes  a  promise  of  an  infant  to  pay  his  must  be  in  writing. 
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**No  action  tJiaU  he  brought  (1)  to  charge  any  executor  or  admin- 
istrator upon  any  special  promise  to  answer  damages  out  of  his 
own  estate;  or  (2)  to  charge  the  defendant  upon  any  special  promise 
to  answer  for  the  debt,  default  or  miscarriage  of  another  person;  or 
(3)  to  charge  any  person  upon  any  agreement  made  in  consideration 
of  marriage;  or  (4)  upon  any  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  tenements 
or  hereditaments,  or  any  Interest  in  or  concerning  them;  or  (5)  upon 
any  agreement  that  is  not  to  be  performed  within  the  space  of  one 
year  from  the  making  thereof;  unless  the  agreement  upon  which 
such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof, 
shall  be  In  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith 
or  some  other  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  authorized." 


This  statute  which  takes  its  name  from  its  original 
title,  "An  act  for  preventing  of  frauds  and  perjuries," 
was  passed  to  remove  the  difficulty  which  the  courts  fre- 
quently found  in  determining  the  truth  where  one  party 
set  pp  an  oral  agreement  and  the  other  party  denied 
that  such  an  agreement  had  ever  been  mada  To  insure 
more  reliable  evidence  as  well  as  to  remove  the  tempta- 
tion to  parties  to  swear  to  what  was  not  true  was  the  ob- 
ject of  the  statute. 

This  section  of  the  statute  will  be  considered  under 
three  heads,  viz.:  (a)  The  kinds  of  contracts  included 
in  it;  (b)  The  form  required  by  the  statute;  (c)  The 
effect  of  non-compliance  with  its  provisions. 

(a) 

WHAT  CONTRACTS  ARE  WITHIN  THE  STATUTE. 

§75.     Special  Promise  by  Executor  or  Administrator. 

An  executor  or  administrator  may  sue  or  be  sued 
upon  obligations  devolving  upon  him  as  representative 
of  the  deceased,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  carry  out  the  direc- 
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tions  of  the  deceased  in  respect  to  l^acies  and  to  distri- 
bute the  estate  according  to  the  laws  of  descent  and  dis- 
tribution. But  he  is  not  bound  to  pay  out  his  money, 
his  liabilities  being  limited  by  the  assets  of  the  estate  in 
his  hands.  But  if  for  any  reason  he  chooses  to  promise 
to  answer  damages  out  of  his  own  estate  the  promise 
must  be  in  writing.^ 

§76.    Promise  to  Answer  for  ^^Deht,  Default  or  Miscar- 
riage of  Another/^ 

(a)  In  order  to  fall  within  this  clause  there  must  be 
a  debt  of  another^  and  hence  the  statute  does  not  refer 
to  an  indemnity,  or  promise  to  save  another  harmless 
from  the  results  of  a  transaction  into  which  he  enters  at 
the  instance  of  the  promisor.^ 

Therefore  a  promise  by  C  to  indemnify  B  if  he  be- 
comes bail  or  surety  for  A  is  not  within   the  statute.* 

In  other  words,  there  must  be  three  parties  in  con- 
templation ;  A,  who  is  actually  or  prospectively  liable  to 
B,  and  C,  who  in  consideration  of  some  act  or  forbear- 
ance on  the  part  of  B  promises  to  answer  for  the  debt, 
default,  or  miscarriage  of  A.* 

(b)  The  "other,''  t.  e,,  the  original  debtor,  must  be 
primarily  liable.     If  the  original  debtor  be  discharged. 


iMetc.  Contr.,  109;  Bellows  v.  Sowles, 
57  Vt.  164;  McKeanf  v.  Black,  117  Cal.ftS?, 
49Pac.  Rep.  710(Cal.). 

1  Anderson  ▼.  Spence,  78  Ind.  315,  87  Am. 
Rep.  183;  Aldricb  v.  Ames,  9  Gray  76;  Bar* 
TY  r.  Ranson,  12  N.  Y.  468. 

■  The  debt  mast  not  be  the  debt  of  the 
promisor  or  the  debt  of  the  promisee. 
Windell  ▼.  Hudson,  102  Ind.  681;  Bailev  ▼. 
Bailey,  66  Vt.  896;  Green  v.  Estes,  83  Mo. 
8S7;  Underhill  v.  Gibson,  3  N.  H.  868,  9 
Am.  Dec.  88;  Corbett  ▼.  Cochran,  3  Hill 
(S.  C.)  41,  80  Am.  Dec.  848;  Jones  v.  Hard- 
esty,  10  Gill  ft  J.  404, 88  Am.  Dec.  180 ;  Cur- 
tis ▼.  Brown,  5  Cash.  461;  Dows  v.  Sweet, 
180  Maas.  888;  Eddy  v.  Roberu.  17  111.  407; 


Doyle  ▼.  White,  86  Me.  841,  45  Am.  Dec. 
110;  Taylor  v.  Drake,  4  Strob.  431.  53  Am. 
Dec.  680. 

3  Reader  v.  Kingham,  13C.  B.  (N.  S.)844, 
overruling  Green  v.  Creswell,  10  Ad.  & 
Ell.  460  and  earlier  English  cases.  Ander- 
son y.  Spence,  72  Ind.  816,  37  Am.  Rep. 
168;  Marcy  V.  Crawford.  16  Conn.  549.41 
Am.  Dec.  188;  Beaman  v.  Russell,  20  Vt. 
805,49  Am.  Dec.  775;  Harrison  v.  Samtell, 
10  Johns.  848,  6  Am.  Dec.  887.  Contra, 
May  V.  Williams,  61  Miss.  186.  48  Am.  Rep. 
80;  Bessig  v.  Britton,  69  Mo.  8(M.  See 
Gamer  ▼.  Hudgrins,  46  Mo.  897. 

4  Rose  V.  Wollenbeiv*  31  Greg.  869,44 
Pac.  Rep.  888. 
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the  promise  becomes  an  independent  contract,  is  not 
within  the  statute,  and  need  not  be  in  writing.** 

"In  case  one  says  to  another,  'Deliver  goods  to  A,  and  I  wlU  pay 
you/  It  Is  binding,  though  by  parol,  because  A,  though  he  recelvea 
the  goods.  Is  never  liable  to  pay  for  them.  But  If,  In  the  same 
case,  he  says,  'I  will  see  you  paid,'  or  'I  will  pay,  if  he  does  not,'  or 
uses  words  equivalent,  showing  that  the  debt  is  in  the  first  instance 
the  debt  of  A,  the  undertaking  is  collateral,  and  not  vaUd,  unless  in 
writing."* 

To  ascertain  whether  an  understanding  to  pay  the 
debt  of  another  is  collateral  or  original,  the  inquiry  is : 
To  whom  was  the  credit  given  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  the  goods  ?^  The  original  and  collateral  ob- 
ligatioDis  may  come  into  existence  at  the  same  time  or 
at  different  times.  It  makes  no  difference  whether  the 
promise  is,  "if  you  will  let  A  have  the  goods  I  will  see 
you  paid"  or  "if  you  will  not  sue  A  for  six  months  for 
what  he  owes  you  I  will  see  you  paid."' 

(c)  The  liability  of  the  third  party  must  be  contin- 
uous. If  there  be  an  existing  debt  for  which  a  third 
party  is  liable  to  the  promisee,  and  the  promisor  un- 
dertakes to  be  answerable  for  it,  the  contract  need  not 
be  in  writing  if  its  terms  are  such  that  it  effects  an  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  original  liability.* 

(d)  The  promise  must  be  njiade  to  the  creditor  and 
not  to  the  debtor  himself.*® 


s  Anderson  ▼.  Davis,  9  Vt.  198, 31  Am. 
Dec.  612;  Watson  ▼.  Jacobs,  89  Vt.  171; 
Spann  v.  Baltzell,  1  Fla.  801, 46  Am.  Dec. 
S46:  Warren  ▼.  Smith.  24  Tex.  484,  76  Am. 
Dec.  115;  Andre  ▼.  Bodman,  18  Md.  941, 71 
Am.  Dec.  6S8;  Wallace  v.  Wortham,  25 
Miss.  119,  57  Am.  Dec.  197;  Packer  ▼.  Ben- 
ton,  86  Conn.  848,  95  Am.  Dec.  249;  Maurin 
V.  Fogelberg,  87  Minn.  23, 6  Am.  St.  Rep. 
816. 

6  Nelson  y.  Boynton,  8  Mete.  896,  87  Am. 
Dec.  148:  Blrkmyer  v.  Darnell,  Salk.  27;  1 
Sm.  Lead.  Gas.  67;  Rotmann  v.  Pohl- 
mann,  28  Mo.  (App.)  899;  Lusk  v.  Throop, 
59  N.  B.  Rep.  529  riU.). 

7Myer  v.  Grafflin,  81  Md.  350, 100  Am. 
Dec.  66;  Greene  ▼.  Burton,  59  Vt.  438; 
Grant  v.  Wolf,  84  Minn.  82;  Cole  ▼.  Hutch- 
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inson,  84  Minn.  410:  Langdon  ▼.  Richard* 
son,  68  Iowa  610;  Bugbee  ▼.  Kendricken, 
180  Mass.  487;  Boyce  ▼.  Murphy,  91  Ind.  1, 
46  Am.  Rep;  667. 

•Cole  y.  Hutchison,  84  Minn.  410;  Mall- 
ory  ▼.  Gillett,  81  N.  Y.  412. 

•Palmer  v.  Witcherly,  16  Neb.  96;  Tcters 
▼.  Lamborn,  43  Ohio  St.  144*  Carlisle  y. 
Campbell,  76  Ala.  247;  Meriden  Co.  y. 
Zingsen,  48  N.  Y.  247:  Howell  y.  Field,  70 
Ga.  602;  Wood  y.  Corcoran,  1  Allen  406; 
Runde  y.  Runde,  59  111.  98, 

lOAldrichy.  Jewell.  12  Vt.  125, 36  Am. 
Dec.  880;  Al^er  y.  ScoylUe,  1  Gray  395; 
Meyer  y.  Hartman,  72  111.  442;  Raober- 
mann  y.  Wlskamp,  54  111.  177;  Eastwood  y. 
Kenyon,  11  Ad.  &  B.  438;  Green  y.  Bstes, 
82  Mo.  387. 
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(e)  The  liability  of  the  promisor  must  be  to  answer 
for  the  debt,  default  or  miscarriage  out  of  his  own 
property.  Therefore  if  the  promisor  has  funds  or  goods 
in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  debtor,  from  which  or 
from  whose  proceeds  he  has  authority^*  and  is  under  a 
duty  ^*  to  pay  the  debt,  the  promise  is  not  within  the 
statute,  because  the  debt  is  really  to  be  paid  by  the 
debtor;  the  responsibility  assumed  by  the  promisor  be- 
ing that  of  a  trustee  for  the  creditor.^* 

(f)  The  promise  must  not  be  merely  incidental  to  a 
transaction,  where  the  main  intent  of  tlie  promisor  is  to 
promote  some  interest  of  his  own^*  as  where  the  holder 
of  a  promissory  note  transfers  it  for  value  and  guaran- 
tees the  payment  of  the  note  ;^**  or  where  an  agent  ( cal- 
led a  del  credere  agent)  undertakes,  for  an  increased 
commission,  to  sell  the  goods  of  his  employer  and  guar- 
antee the  solvency  of  the  purchasers  ;^*  or  where  the 
creditor  of  a  third  person  has  some  lien  or  advantage 
for  securing  the  debt  which  incumbers  the  property  or 
may  injuriously  affect  the  interests  of  the  promisor,  and 
the  promise  is  made  in  consideration  of  the  relinquish- 
ment of  such  lien  or  advantage.^^ 

(g)  The  statute  includes  liabilities  arising  out  of 
wrong  as  well  as  out  of  contract.  Thus  where  A 
wrongfully  rode  the  horse  of  B  without  his  leave,  and 


1  iGower  ▼.  Stuart,  40  Mich.  747:  Frame 
▼.  Auffutt,  88  111.  494. 

itFuUam  v.  Adams.  87  Vt.  891,  SB7; 
Belknap  ▼.  Bender,  75  N.  Y.  440, 4M;  Ack- 
ley  ▼.  Parmenter,  96  N.  Y.  425,  480. 

IS  Wait  ▼.  Wait,  S8  Vt.  860;  Farley  v. 
Qereland,  4  Cow.  48^;  Eddy  ▼.  Kobert5,'17 
ni.  605;  Pratber  v.  Vineyard,  9  111.  40: 
Walden  ▼.  Karr,  88  111.  49.  A  promise  to 
accept  a  bill  of  excbanfi:e  is  not  within  the 
iUtate.  Scudder  v.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  406; 
Hall  V.  Cordell.  142  U.  S.  116;  Cordell  ▼. 
Hall,  84  Fed.  Rep.  806. 

i«Benj.  Prlnc.  of  Contr.  40;  Bellows  v. 
Sowles,  97  Vt.  164;  MuUer  v.  Riviere,  90 
Tex.  640,  40  Am.  Rep.  394. 


IS  Garden  ▼.  McNiel,  91  N.  Y.  886;  Milks 
▼.  Rich.  80  N.  Y.  969:  Dows  v.  Swett,  184 
Mass.  142;  Darst  v.  Bates,  95  111.  612. 

1  eWolf  V.  Koppel,  6  Hill  468,  9  Denio 
868;  Couturier  V.  Hastie,  8  Bxcb.  40;  6  H. 
L.  673;  Swan  v.  Nesmitb,  7  Pick.  990;  Sher- 
wood V.  Stone,  14  N.  Y.  267. 

IT  Fitzgerald  v.  Dressier,  7  C.  B  fN.  S.) 
874;  Wills  V.  Brown,  118  Mass.  187:  Mall - 
ory  V.  Gillett,  91  N.Y  419;  Prime  v.  KoehU 
er,  77  N.  Y.  91;  Crawford  v.  Kingr,  54  Ind. 
6;  Eddy  v.  Roberts,  17  III.  508:  Scott  v. 
White,  71  III.  987;  Borchsenius  v.  Canutson, 
100  111.  89;  Power  v.  Rankin,  114  111.  59. 
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killed  it,  and  G  promised  to  pay  B  a  certain  sum  in  con- 
sideration of  his  forbearing  to  sue  A,  this  was  held,  a 
promise  to  answer  for  the  miscarriage  of  another 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.*® 

§77.     ^^ Agreements  in  Consideration  of  Ma/rriage,-' 

The  agreement  here  meant  is  not  a  promise  to  marry 
(the  consideration  for  this  is  the  promise  of  the  other 
party),*  but  a  promise  to  make  a  payment  of  money  or 
a  settlement  of  property  in  consideration  of,  or  condi- 
tional upon,  a  marriage  actually  taking  place.^ 

§78.     /^Interest  in  or  Concerning  Lands.^' 

The  meaning  of  "a  contract  or  sale  of  lands,  ten- 
ements and  hereditaments"  is  clear  enough  and  is  ar- 
rived at  when  once  we  know  what  is  meant  by  lands, 
tenements  and  hereditaments.  And  these  terms  have  a 
precise  meaning  in  the  law,  as  any  work  on  Real  Prop- 
erty will  show.  They  denote  the  subject  of  real  as  dis- 
tinguished from  personal  property,  t.  e.,  goods  and 
chattels.  Every  one  knows  what  land  is;  tenements 
include  every  species  of  real  property  which  may  be 
held,  or  in  respect  of  which  a  person  may  be  a  tenant,* 
while  "hereditaments"  is  employed  in  conveyances  af- 
ter "lands"  and  "tenements"  to  include  everything  of 
the  nature  of  realty  which  they  do  not  cover.^  There- 
fore a  verbal  contract  for  the  purchase  or  sale  of  land. 


leKirkham  V.  Marter,  2  B    &  Aid.  6l«;  v.  Henry,27  OhioSt.  IM;  Cavlor  v.  Roc, 

Duffy  V.  Wunscb,  42  N.  Y.  248;  Combs  ▼.  99Ind.  1;  Chase  v.   Flu,  132   Mass.  859; 

Harsbaw,  83  N.  C.  198.  Flenner  ▼.  Flconer.  29  Ind.  564;  McAnnulty 

I  Short  V.  Stotts,  68  Ind.  29;  Withers  v.  J-  %^^"5ii^yA}??. "^'  ^M'^y^  ^vTSl'^^^' 

Richardson,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  94,  17  Am.  Dec.  ^  U.  S.  479;  White  v.  Bigelow,  154  Mass. 

44;  Clark  v.  Pendleton,  20  Conn.  496 ;  Black-  ^^• 

burn  V.  Mann,  85  111.  222;  Lewis  y.  Tap-  ^  Abb.  Law  Diet.  648. 

man,  45  Atl.  Rep.  469  (Md.).  t  Raoalje  ft  L.  Law  Diet.  808. 

>  Finch  V.  Finch,  10  Ohio  St.  601;  Henry 
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or  of  any  kind  of  real  property,  is  clearly  within  the 
statute.*  While  it  is  not  so  easy  to  determine  what  is 
an  "interest  in  land"  within  the  meaning  of  this  section 
it  is  certain  that  the  contract  must  be  for  a  substantial 
interest  in  land,  and  not  for  arrangements  preliminary 
to  the  acquisition  of  an  interest,  or  for  a  remote  and  in- 
appreciable interest* 

As  to  the  produce  of  land  a  distinction  is  made  be- 
tween what  are  called  fructus  industriales  or  growing 
crops  of  annual  culture  raised  by  the  industry  of  man, 
and  growing  grass,  timber  or  fruit  upon  trees^  called 
fructus  fKUuraleSf  which  come  to  man  by  the  course  of 
nature,  unaided  by  his  own  exertions.  The  former  are 
regarded  as  chattel  interests  and  not  within  the  stat- 
ute.** As  to  fructus  naturales,  if  the  contract  for  their 
«ale  contemplates  the  passing  of  the  property  thereon 
before  it  is  severed  from  the  soil,  it  is  a  sale  of  an  inter- 
est in  land,®  while  if  the  crops  are  to  be  delivered  as 
goods  and  to  pass  no  title  until  severed,  the  contract  is 
not  within  the  statute,  and  no  writing  is  required.*^ 

But  the  subject  of  this  section  is  one  which  belongs 
to  the  law  of  Real  Property  rather  than  to  the  law  of 
Contract 


s  Lawvoo'8  RiRhts,  Rem.  &  Pr..  §  S<94; 
Williamt  ▼.  Gibson,  81  Ala.  288, 6  Am.  St. 
Rep.  866. 

«Murley  v.  Bnots.  8  Col.  800;  Horner  v. 
Frazier,  WMd.  1;  Miller  ▼.  Roberts.  18 
Tex.  10,  67  Am.  Dec.  688;  Burrell  ▼.  Root, 
40  N.  V.  496:  Mahagan  y.  Mead,  611  N.  H. 
180:  Bruce  ▼.  Hastinffft,  41  Vt.  880,  98  Am. 
Dec.  602:  Snyder  v.  Wolford,  88  Minn.  175, 
53  Am.  Rep.  82;  Tillis  v.  Treadwell,  117 
Ala.  44fi,  22  So.  Rep.  068;  Russell  ▼.  Briggs, 
50  N.  B.  Rep.  803  (N.  Y.).  A  contract  to 
^▼e  A  a  certain  amount  over  a  fixed  audi 
if  he  finds  a  purchaser  for  B'«  land  is  not 
within  the  sutute.  Heyn  ▼.  PhillipSf  37 
Cal.  SSO. 

» Davis  ▼.  McFarland,  87  Cal.  684,  99 

Am.  Dec.  840;   Whipple  ▼.  Foot.  2  Johns. 

-418;   Marshall  ▼.  Fermison,    28  Cal.    65; 

-Northern  v.  State,  1  Ind.  113;   Graff  v. 


Fitch,  58  111.  878;  Ross  v.  Welch.  11  Gray 
268;  Evans  v.  Roberts,  5  B.  &  C.  820.  But 
see  Kerr  v.  Hill,  27  W.  Va.  678. 

^Green  v.  Armstrong,  1  Den.  650;  Slo* 
cum  V.  Seymour,  86  N.  J.  (L.)  188;  White 
V.  Foster,  15  Gray  441;  Pattlson's  Ap- 
peal, 61  Pa.  St.  294;  McClintock's  Appeal, 
71  Pa.  St.  866;  Powers  v.  Clarkson,  17  Kan; 
218;  Crosbv  v.  Wadswortb.  6  East.  602. 
Walton  v.  Lowry,  74  Miss.  484,  21  So.  Rep. 
284. 

7  Leake  on  Contracts,  852;  Clafflin  v. 
Carpenter,  4  Met.  580,  88  Am.  Dec.  381; 
Poor  V.  Oakman,  104  Mass.  316;  Purner  v. 
Piercy,  46  Md.  212, 17  Am.  Rep. 591;  Bayas- 
see  V.  Reese.  4  Met.  (Ky.),  872,  83  Am. 
Dec.  481;  Viilcevich  v.  Skinner,  77  Cal.  389; 
Hirth  V.  Graham,  50  Ohio  St.  57,  88  N.  B. 
Rep.  90:  Leonard  v.  Medford,  85  Md.  666, 
87  Atl.  Rep.  865. 
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§79.    Agreements  not  to  Be  Performed  Within  a  Year. 


This  phrase  refers  to  such  contracts  only  as  are  in- 
capable on  their  face  of  being  completely  performed 
within  a  year  from  the  time  they  are  entered  into.^ 
Thus  a  contract  of  service  for  a  year  to  begin  on  a  future 
day^  is  within  the  statute  and  so  of  a  lease  for  one  year 
to  begin  in  the  future.*  A  contract  which  by  its 
terms  cannot  be  performed  within  a  year  is  not  taken 
out  of  the  statute  because  it  may  be  terminated  or  de- 
feated within  the  year.*  Although  the  agreement  is  not 
likely  to  be  or  not  expected  to  be  or  not  actually  per- 
formed within  one  year  from  the  making  thereof,  still 
it  does  not  come  within  the  statute,  unless  it  cannot  by 
any  possibility,  be  completed  within  a  year.*^ 

Tlie  law  on  this  subject  is  well  summed  up  in  an- 
Iowa  case  in  these  words : 


««i 


It  1b  not  sufficient  to  bring  a  case  within  the  statute  that  the  par- 
ties did  not  contemplate  performance  within  a  year;  but  there  must 
be  a  negation  of  the  rig^t  to  perform  it  within  the  3rear.  This  may 
be  shown  by  an  express  stipulation  in  the  contract  that  it  shall  not 
be  performed  within  that  time;  by  an  express  stipulation  to  be  occu- 
pied more  than  that  time  in  the  performance;  by  a  contract,  the- 
terms  of  which  can  not,  by  possibility,  be  performed  within  the  year; 
by  a  contract  the  terms  of  which  show,  though  not  in  express  lan- 
guage, that  the  iiMurty  has  no  right  to  perform  it  within  the  year. 
Unless  a  contract  comes  within  one  of  these  classes  it  is  not  within^ 
the  statute."* 


1  Boydell  ▼.  Drummond,  11  East  142;  Fo- 
ote  V.  Emerson,  10  Vt.  838, 38  Am.  Dec.  206; 
Lockwood  V.  Barnes,  S  Hill  128, 38  Am.  Dec. 
««0;  Crosswell  v.  Crane,  7  Barb.  900;  Weir 
V.  Hill,  2  Lans.  282;  Am  burger  y.  Marvin, 
4  E.  D.  Smith,  395:  Thisler  v.  Mackey,  5 
Kan.  App.  217,  47  Pac.  Rep.  126;  Bain  v. 
McDonald,  111  Ala.  267.  80  South.  Rep.  77: 
Hand  ▼.  Osgood,  107  Mich.  65,  64  N.  W. 
Rep.  867;  Moody  v.  Jones,  37  S.  W.  Rep.  879 
(Tex.). 

>  Sutcliffe  ▼.  AtUntic  Mills,  13  R.  I.  480, 
43  Am.  Rep.  89. 

3  Jelett  ▼.  Rhode,  48  Minn.  166.  46  N.  W. 
Rep.  18;  Lowers  ▼.  winter,  7  Cow.  288. 

«  Meyer  ▼.  Roberts,  46  Ark.  80,  65  Am. 
Rep.  567. 
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s  Peter  v.  Compton,  Skin.  863,  1  Sm.  L. 
Cas.  283:  Lyon  v.  King.  11  Mete.  411, 46  Am. 
Dec.  219;  Worthey  v.  Jones,  11  Gray  170, 71 
Am.  Dec.  096;  Blandlng  v.  Sargent.  88  N.. 
H.  289, 66  Am.  Dec.  721;  Laphan  v.  Whipple. 
8  Mete.  87, 41  Am.  Dec.  487;  Moore  v.  Kox,. 
10  Johns    244,  6  Am.  D.  888;  Peters  v.  West- 
burgh,  19  Pick.  864.  81  Am.  Dec.  142;  Lin- 
scott  ▼.  McEntire,  16  Me.  901.  83  Am.  Dec. 
602;  Gadsden  v.  Lance,  1  McMuell  Eq.  87. 
87  Am.  Dec.  548;  Homer  v.  Frazer.  66  Md. 
1;  Kent  v.  Kent,  62  N.  Y.  660;  Frazer  v. 
Gates,  118  III.  99;  McPherson  v.  Cox,  96  U. 
S.  404;  Walker  v.  Johnson,  96   U.  S.   494; 
Cowles  ▼.  Warner,  22  Minn.  449. 

«  Blair  Town  Lot  Co.  v.  Walker,  29  la.. 
411. 
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Therefore  the  following  are  not  within  this  clause 
of  the  statute : 

(a)  Agreements  to  be  performed  on  the  happening  of 
a  contingency  which  may  or  may  not  arise  witliin  a 
year.''  As  an  agreement  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money 
at  another^s  deaths  for  he  may  die  within  the  year,®  or  to 
pay  money  upon  the  return  of  a  ship  which  might  re- 
turn within  a  year,  although  the  ship  in  fact  did  not  re- 
turn within  two  years;®  or  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  a 
person  on  the  day  of  his  marriage,  although  the  mar- 
riage did  not  take  place  within  a  year,^^  or  to  marry,  no 
time  being  n^entioned,  for  it  might  take  place  within  a 
year*^  or  an  insurance  policy  on  goods  for  three  years — 
for  the  loss  and  hence  the  promise  to  pay  may  occur  at 
any  tima^* 

(b)  Agreements  to  pay  money  or  render  service 
until  a  specific  contingency  arises — where  it  may  arise 
within  a  year,  as  an  agreement  to  work  for  another  for 
an  indefinite  period.^*  to  support  a  person  during  life, 
or  to  educate  a  child ;  for  such  person  may  die  within 
the  year,  in  which  event  the  agreement  would  be  per- 
formed :^*  or  to  employ  a  person  as  long  as  he  could 
do  his  work  properly  ;^^  or  the  promisor  had  work  for 
bim^*  or  an  agreement  to  labor  for  a  company  "for  the 


1  Trustees  of  Baptist  Church  ▼.  Brookl^rn 
Fire  Ins.  Co.,  19  N.  Y.  805;  Roberts  v. 
RocktoD  Ca,  7  Mete.  46:  Updike  v.  Ten- 
brook.  82  N.  J.  (L.)  106;  Hougrhton  v. 
Houfrbton,  14  Ind.  666;  Blakeney  v.  Goo- 
dale.  80  Ohio  St.  860*  Gonzales  ▼.  Carter, 
88  Tez.  86;  Jones  v.  Pouch.  41  Ohio  St.  146; 
Cole  V.  Singerly,  60  Md.  848;  Heflin  v.  Mil- 
ton, 09  Ala.  864;  Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Green,  77  Ind.  600;  O'NeU  v.  Hynes,  146 
Ind.  8S,  48  N.  B.  Rep.  046;  Baltimore  Co. 
V.  Callaghan.  88  Md.  106, 88  Atl.  Rep.  460. 

8Updike  V.  Tenbrook,  82  N.  J.  (L.)  106; 
Kent  y.  Kent,  68  N.  Y.  560, 80  Am.  Rep.  608; 
Jilson  ▼.  Gilbert,  26  Wis.  687,  7  Am.  Rep. 
100. 

•  Anonymous,  1  Salk.  S80;  Clark  ▼.  Pen- 
dleton, 80  Conn.  496. 

10  Peter  ▼.  Compton,  Skin.  868.  Sm.  L. 
Cas.  888. 

>  1  Nichols  T.  Weaver,  7  Kan.  878. 

1 3  Sprinsfleld  Ins.  Co.  t.  De  Jarnett,  10 
South.  Rep.  906  (AU.). 


1 3  Hill  V.  Jameson.  16  Ind.  185,  70  Am. 
Dec.  414-  Peters  v.  Westburgh,  19  Pick.  864, 
81  Am.  Dec.  l48. 

1*  Murphy  v.  O'SuUivan,  11  Jur.  (Ir.) 
N.  S.  111.  14  W.  Rep.  407;  Heath  v.  Heath, 
31  Wis.  223;  Bull  v.  Mc  Crae,8  B.  Mon.  428: 
Bell  V.  Hewitt,  24  Ind.  880;  Harper  v.  Har- 
per, 67  Ind.  648:  Kent  v.  Kent,  ^  N.  Y.  660; 
Hutchinson  ▼.  Hutchinson,  46  Me.  164; 
Dresser  ▼.  Dresser,  86  Barb.  678;  Blake  t. 
Cole,  83  Pick.  97;  Howard  v.  Burgen,  4 
Dana,  137;  Weatherford  v.  R.  Co.,  30  S.  W. 
Rep.  860  (Tex.);  Biserman  v.  Schneider, 
87  Atl.  Rep.  088  (N.  J.). 

I  'Harrington  ▼.  R.  Co.,  60  Mo.  (App.)828. 
So  a  promise  by  a  railroad  to  retain  the 
plaintiff  in  its  employ  so  long  as  he  should 
remain  disabled  from  an  injury  received; 
inasmuch  as  recovery  might  happen  with- 
in a  year.  East  Tenn.  R.  Co.  v.  Staub,  7 
Lea.  897. 

1  aCamig  v.  Carr,  167  Mass.  644, 46  N.  B. . 
Rep.  117. 
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term  of  five  years,  or  so  long  as  A  shall  continue  to  be 
agent  of  the  company  ;"^^  or  a  contract  of  partnership 
without  any  fixed  time  for  its  continuance,  and  the  busi- 
ness of  which  may  be  completed  within  a  year;^*  or  an 
agreement  whose  terms  are  not  to  be  performed  within 
a  year  but  which  gives  either  party  an  option  to  deter- 
mine it  within  a  year.^® 

(d)  Contracts  not  to  do  certain  acts,  as  for  instance 
not  to  engage  in  a  certain  business  for  a  term  of  years 
or  an  indefinite  term*®  as  they  are  only  personal  en- 
gagements to  forbear  doing  certain  acts,  not  stipulat- 
ing for  anything  beyond  the  promisor's  life,  and  impos- 
ing no  duties  upon  his  legal  representatives,  and  would 
be  fully  performed  if  the  promisor  died  within  the  year. 

(e)  Contracts  which  may  be  performed  within  a  year 
on  one  side,  though  they  cannot  be  performed  within 
a  year  on  the  other.*^ 

(f)  Agreements  where  everything  that  is  to  be  done 
under  them  is  to  be  done  within  the  year  except  the 
mere  payment  of  money.** 

It  is  held  that  this  clause  of  the  statute  applies  to 
agreements  to  marry*^  but  not  to  contracts  concerning 
lands  or  any  interest  therein.** 


17 Roberts  V.  Rockbottom  Co., 7  Mete.  46. 

IS  Jordan  v.  Miller,  75  Va.  442. 

isBUke  V.  Voigbt,  IM  N.  Y.  09,  81  N.B. 
Rep.  S56. 

soHillv,  Jameson,  16  Ind.  185,79  Am. 
Dec.  414:  Lyon  v.  King,  11  Mete.  411.  45 
Am.  Dec.  819;  Doyle  v.  Dixon,  97  Mass. 
tlSi,  9&  Am.  Dec.  80;  Worth  ▼.  Jones,  11 
Gray  168,  71  Am.  Dec.  696;  Richardson  y. 
Pierce,  7  R.  I.  830. 

siDonellan  v.  Reed,  8  B.  &  Aid.  809; 
Braceffirdle  v.  Heald,  1  Bam.  A  Aid.  787; 
Blanding  v.  Sargent,  88  N.  H.  889,  66  Am. 
Dec.  790;  Smalley  v.  Greene,  68  la.  841,  86 
Am  Rep.  367;  McClellan  v.  Sandford,  26 
Wis.  695;  Wolke  v.  Fleming,  103  Ind.  110; 
Jones  V.  Hardesty.  10  G.  &1.  404;  Berry  v. 
Doremus,  80  N.  J.  (L.)  890;  Compton  v. 
Martin,  5  Rich.  14;  Hoi  brook  T.Armstrong, 
10  Me.  81;  Mackey  v.  Thisler,  68  Pac.  Rep- 
767  (Kan.).  Some  courts,  however,  hold 
that  although  that  which  one  of  the  parties 
to  the  agreement  is  to  do  is  all  to  be  done 
within  the  year,  still   if  the  other  party's 
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promise  is  not  to  be  performed  within  the 
year,  the  contract  is  within  the  statute. 
Whipple  V.  Parker,  W  Mich.  875;  Sbeehy 
▼.  Adarene,  41  Vt.  541,  96  Am.  Dec.  6SS: 
Frar  v.  Sterling,  99  Mass.  461;  Montague 
▼.  Garrett,  3  Bush  897;  Broadwell  ▼.  Get- 
man,  8  Denio  87.  But  the  party  has  a  rem- 
edy not  on  the  contract,  but  on  an  implied 
assumpsit.  Whipple  ▼.  Parker,  89  Mich. 
875. 

>>  Curtis  y.  Sage.  86  111.  88;  Worden  ▼. 
Sharp.  56  111.  104;  Donellan  ▼.  Reed,  8  B.  & 
A.  899. 

S3  Derby  V.  Phelps,  2  N.  H.  515;  Law- 
rence V.  Cook,  56  Me.  190:  Ullman  v.  Mey- 
er, 10  Fed.  Rep.  841;  Nichols  v.  Weaver. 
7  Kan.  877;  Contra:  Lewis  v.  Tapman,  44 
Atl.  Rep.  459  (Md.). 

3 4 Fall  V.  Hazelrigg,  46  Ind.  586, 15  Am. 
Rep.  878:  Railsback  v.  Walke,  81  Ind.  418; 
Mason  v.  Breslin,  9  Abb.  Pr.,  (N.  S.),  488, 
40  How.  Pr.,  441,  2  Sweeney  898:  Reeder 
V.  Sayre,  6  Hun  564;  Young  v.  Dake,  6  N. 
Y.  468,  55  Am.  Dec.  856;  Whiting  v.  Ohlert, 
58  Mich.  468. 
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§80.     Other  Agreements  Which  are  and  a/re  not 

Within  the  Statute. 

Some  courts  have  construed  the  words  of  the  stat- 
ute "no  action  shall  be  brought"  as  applying  only  to  a 
plaintiff  who  is  suing  on  an  agreement  and  not  to  a  de- 
fendant who  sets  up  an  oral  promise  by  way  of  defense 
or  set-off.^  But  the  majority  of  the  courts  hold  that 
the  oral  agreement  in  cases  within  the  statute  is  as 
invalid  when  set  up  by  a  defendant  as  when  sued  on  by 
a  plaintiff,  because  a  different  construction  would 
lose  sight  of  the  very  purpose  of  the  statute.^ 

A  promise  which  arises  by  operation  of  law  is  not 
within  the  statute  f  nor  a  parol  declaration  of  trust  in 
lands  ;^  nor  instruments  created  under  and  deriving 
their  obligation  from  special  statutes,  without  the  ac- 
ceptance or  assent  of  the  party  for  whose  ultimate  bene- 
fit they  were  given  f  nor  executed  contracts  or  contracts 
which  have  been  fully  performed.® 

(b) 

FORM  REQUIRED  BY  THE  STATUTE. 

§81.     General  Principles. 

The  agreement  is  not  void  because  not  put  in  writing 
as  required  by  the  statute.  The  only  effect  of  a  non- 
compliance with  the  provisions  of  the  statute  is  simply 
that  no  action  can  be  brought  until  the  omission  is  made 
good.  The  parties  may  carry  out  their  oral  engage- 
ments if  they  please,  but  the  court  will  not  hear  evi- 

« 

1  Abbott  V,  laskep,  90  Ohio  St.  69;  Phil-       68  Md.  70;  McGinnis  v.  Feroandes.  196  111. 
brook  ▼.  Belknap,  6  Vt.  888;  Mack  v.  Bragg,       228;  Hartwell  v.  Young,  67  Hun  472. 

*  ^^-  ®^-  3  Smith  V.  Bradley,  1  Root  160;  Good- 

>  Carrington  y.  Roou,  S  M.  A  W.   248:       win  v.  Gilbert,  9  Mass.  510. 

Conn.  9*6;  Scotten  v.  Brown,  4  Harr.  894;  *  Doolittle  v.  Dininny,  81  N.  V.  860. 

Sennett  v.  Johnson,  10  Pa.  St.  386;  Taffue  •  Swanzey  v.  Moore,  92  111.  68,  74  Am. 

▼.  Hayward,  95  Ind.  497;  Bernier  v.  Cabot       Dec.  184;  Nutting  v.  McCutcheon,  6  Minn. 
Man.  Co.,  71  Me.  506;  Baker  ▼.  Lauterbacb,       882;  Stone  v.  Dennison,  18  Pick.  1;  James 

7  V.  Morey.  44  111.  852. 
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deuce  of  any  agreement  within  the  statute  of  frauds  un- 
less it  is  put  in  the  form  required  by  the  statute.^ 

The  refusal  of  a  party  to  fulfill  his  promise  to  put  it 
in  writing  is  not  such  a  fraud  as  will  take  the  contract 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.*  A  contract  required  by 
the  statute  of  frauds  to  be  in  writing  cannot  be  subse- 
quently modified  by  parol.*  The  statute,  if  relied  on  as  a 
defense,  must  be  pleaded,  or  it  will  be  deemed  waived.* 
Its  benefits  are  personal  and  can  be  relied  on  only  by 
the  parties  or  their  privies.*^  The  agreement  may  be 
made  at  one  time  and  the  memorandum  of  it  at  any  sub- 
sequent time*  between  the  formation  of  the  agreement 
and  the  commencement  of  an  action.^ 

§82.    Memorcmdum  Must  Show   Complete  Agreement. 

« 

The  note  or  memorandum  must  contain  the  terms  of 
a  complete  agreement  between  the  parties,  and  if  any 
essential  term  is  wanting  the  memorandum  is  insuffi- 
cient.^ This  will  be  so  if  it  appears  therefrom  that 
some  of  the  details  of  the  contract  remain  to  be  settled 
between  the  parties.* 

The  memorandum  may  be  any  kind  of  a  writing;  as 
for  example,  a  letter;*  an  invoice  or  bill  of  goods;*  brok- 


i  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,i  2321; 
Newton  V.  Bronson  18  N.  Y.  587;  Gale  v. 
Nixon,  6  Cow.  445;  Bird  v,  Munroe,  66  Me. 
887;  Heidemsin  v.  Wolfstein,  12  Mo.  (App.) 
366;  Townsend  v.  Hargraves,  118  Mass.  834; 
Chicafiro  Doclc  Co.  v.  Kinzie,  49  111.  289; 
Montgomery  v.  Edwards,  48  111.  181. 

2Caylor  v.  Roe,  99  Ind.l;  Davis  v.  Stam- 
bauKh,  168  111.  657,  46  N.  E.  Rep.    170. 

3  Abell  V.  Munson,  18  Mich.  806, 100  Am. 
Dec.  165;  Piatt  v.  Butcher.  112  Cal.  684,  44 
Pac.  Rep.  1060. 

*  Maybee  v.  Moore,  90  Mo.  840;  McClure 
V.  Otricb,  118  111.  320. 

s  Chicago  Dock  Co.  v.  Kinzie,  49  111.289; 
Heuser  v.  Lamont,  66  Pa.  St.  811;  Cahill  v. 
Bigelow,  18  Pick.  869. 

•  Gale  V.  Nixon,  6  Cow.  445. 

7  Bird  V.  Munroe,66  Me.  887;  Bill  v.  Ba- 
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ment,  9  M.  &  W.  36;  Lucas  v.  Dixon.  22  O. 
B.  Div.  357.  But  as  the  action  is  not  brought 
on  the  memorandum,  but  on  the  contract, 
would  it  not  be  more  logical  to  hold  that  it 
might  be  made  after  the  commencement  of 
the  action  if  before  it  is  necessary  to  offer 
it  in  evidence  to  prove  the  contract?  Sec 
Tiedeman,  Sales.  |  72;  Remington  v.  Lin- 
thicum.  14  Pet.  92. 

1  Leake.  Contr.  269;  Baley  v.Ogden,  3 
Johns.  399, 8  Am.  Dec.  509;  Abell  v.  Radcliff, 
18  Johns.  297,  7  Am.  Dec.  877. 

t  Warden  v.  Willams.  G2  Mich.  SO,  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  814. 

3  Jackson  v.  Lowe,  1  Bing.  9;  Napier  v. 
French,  40  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  122;  Peabody  v. 
Speyers,  56  N.  Y.280;Spang1erv.  Danforth, 
65  III.  152;  Moss  v.  Atkinson.  44  Cal.  8. 

«  Schneider  v.  Norris,  2  Maule  &  S.  286.. 
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eps'  bought  and  sold  notes  f  or  an  entry  on  the  books  of 
the  party  making  it.^  It  need  not  be  addressed  or  deliv- 
ered to  the  other  contracting  party/  for  it  may  be  con- 
tained in  a  letter  addressed  to  a  third  person®  or  in  an 
answer  or  pleading  in  some  other  cause.® 

"By  keeping  constantly  In  mind  that  It  was  not  the  primary  object 
of  the  statute  to  confer  a  personal  privilege  upon  a  party  to  enable 
him  at  his  pleasure  to  become  recreant  to  his  agreement  (though 
it  can  be  used  In  that  way)  but  was  rather  to  prevent  others  from 
forcing  a  spurious  contract  upon  him  by  false  swearing/  It  becomes 
apparent  that  whenever  the  party  himself  puts  the  terms  of  the 
contract  In  writing,  the  full  purpose  of  the  statute  has  been  ob- 
served."" 

While  no  particular  form  is  required  of  the  memo- 
randum,^^ and  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  the  details  of 
the  agreement  shall  be  given,  yet  it  must  state  the  con- 
tract with  reasonable  certainty  (so  that  the  substance 
of  it  can  be  understood  without  having  recourse  to 
parol  proof)  ^^  either  directly  from  the  writing  Uself ,  or 
by  reference  to  some  other  instrument,  record,  or  other 
matter  by  which  such  certainty  may  be  had  ;*•  and  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the 
subject-matter  to  which  the  writing  refers.^* 

The  note  or  memorandum  may  consist  of  several  writ- 
ings, if  they  are  sufficiently  connected  together  by  in- 


s  Goom  ▼.  Aflalo,  6  Barn.  &  C.  117;  New- 
berry V.  Wall,  81  N.  Y.576;Grccley-Burn- 
ham  Co.  v.  Capen,  23  Mo.  App.  801;  Elliot 
V.  Barrett,  144  Mass.  256. 

6  Johnson  v.  Dodgson,  2  M.  &  W.  653; 
Ar^s  Co.  y.  Albany,  66  N.  Y.  495;  Tufts  v. 
Plymouth  Co.,  14  Allen  407. 

T  Welford  v.  Beazely.  3  Atk.  603;  Drury 
V.  Youns,  58  Md.  546,  42  Am.  Rep.  348. 

sGibson  v.  Holland,  L.  R.  1 C.  P.  1;  Moore 
▼.  Montcastle,  61  Mo  425;  Cunning^ham  y. 
Williams,  48  Mo.  (App.)  629. 

•  Jones  V.  Lloyd,  117  111.  597;  Gordon  v. 
Green,  10  Ga.  5M.  But  not  in  a  deposition 
made  involuntarily.  Cash  v.  Clark,  61  Mo. 
(App.)  640. 

10  Cash  T.  Clark,  61  Mo.  (App.)  642. 

i^Hawley  v.  Brown,9Q  Mass.  545,  96Am. 


Dec.  671;  McConncU  v.  Brillhart,  17  111.  864. 
65  Am.  Dec.  661. 

izBailey  v.  Ogden,  3  Johns.  899,  8  Am, 
Dec.  rX)9;  Abell  v.  Radcliff,  8  Johns.  Ch. 
297.  7  Am.  Dec.  877;  Hazard  v.  Deny,  14. 
Allen  487,  92  Am.  Dec.  790;  Bggleston  v. 
Wagner,  46  Mich.  610;  Tice  v.  Freeman, 
30  Minn.  889;  Peck  y.  Vandemark,  99  N.  Y. 
29;  Wiely  v.  Robert,  27  Mo.  388;  King  v. 
Wood.  7  Mo.  887;  Fry  v.  Piatt,  82  Kan.  62; 
Smith  V.  Shell,  82  Mo.  215:  Gray  v.  Smith, 
76  Fed.  Rep.  625;  Rinfer  v.  Holtzclaw, 
112  Mo.  519. 

isAtwood  y.  Cobb,  16  Pick.  227,  26  Am- 
Dec.  657;  Frazer  v.  Howe.  106  111.  663. 

i«  Barry  y.  Coombe,  1  Pet.  640;  Tallman 
V.  Franklin,  14  N.  Y.  584;  Mead  y.  Parker, 
115  Miss.  418;  McConnel  v.  Brillhart,  17  111. 
354;  Cossit  y.  Hobbs,  66  111.  231;  Oliver  v. 
Hunting,  44  Ch.  D.  205. 
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temal  reference,  or  by  being  so  physically  attached  as 
to  indicate  an  intention  to  make  them  a  part  of  the  mem- 
orandum^** and  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  apply 
the  references  and  to  identify  the  writings  referred 
to.^®  But  several  writings  cannot  be  connected  by 
parol  evidence  only,  without  any  internal  reference  or 
connection,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  note  or  mem- 
orandum to  satisfy  the  statute." 

§83.    Must  Show  Parties. 

The  memorandum  of  the  contract  must  show  who  are 
the  parties  to  it.^  Thus  where  A  promised  B  that  he 
would  answer  for  the  debt  of  C,  but  the  memorandum 
of  the  promise,  though  signed  by  A,  did  not  contain  the 
name  of  B  it  was  held  to  be  insufficient.  "No  docu- 
ment,'' it  was  said  in  that  case,  "can  be  an  agreement  or 
a  memorandum  of  one,  which  does  not  show  on  its  face 
who  the  parties  making  the  agreement  ara"^  But  a 
description  of  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  though  he 
be  not  named,  will  let  in  parol  evidence  otherwise  in- 
admissible to  show  his  identity.^  So  where  A  as  agent 
for  B  enters  into  a  contract  with  C  in  his  own  name,  C 
may  prove  that  he  has  really  contracted  with  B,  who 
has  been  described  in  the  memorandum  in  the  character 
of  A.* 


isTallmaav.  Franklin,  14  N.Y.  584;  Orne 
V.  Cook.  81  111.  888.  ' 

1 6 Peck  v.Vandemark.  99  N.  T.  S9;  Mort- 
on ▼.  Dean,  13  Mete.  386;  Whelan  v.  SuUi- 
▼an,  lOS  Mass.  204-  DouRhty  v.  Manhattan 
Brew.  Co.,  101  N.  Y.  844;  Thayer  v.  Luce, 
S2  Ohio  St.  82;  Rhoadcsv.  Castner,  12  Al- 
len 180;  O'Donnell  v.  Leeman,  43  Me.  158. 

iiBoydell  v.  Drummond,  11  East  142; 
Boeckcler  v.  McGowan,  12  Mo.  (App.)  507; 
O'Donnel  v.  Leeman,  48  Me.  158:  Tallman 
V.  Franklin,  14  N.  Y.504;  North  v.  Mendel, 
78  Ga.  400;  Watt  ▼.  Wisconsin  Co.,  88  la. 
780;  Adams  v.  McMillan,  7  Port.  78.  See 
Oliver  v.  Hunting,  44  Ch.  D.  206,  and  Art- 
icle 80  Am.  I^w  Rev.  883. 
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I  Champion  v.  Plumer,  1  B.  ft  P.  258; 
Sherborne  v.  Shaw,  1  N.  H.  157.  8  Am.  Dec. 
47:  McConnell  v.  Brillhart,  17  111.  854;  Graf- 
ton V.  Cummings,  09  U.  S.  100:  Clampet  v. 
Bells,  89  Minn.  272;  Carrick  v.  Mincke, 
80  Mo.  (App.)  140;  Mentz  v.  Neuwitter,  122 
N.  Y.  491,  25  N.  B.  Rep.  1044. 

s  Williams  v.  Lake,  2  E.  ft  E.  849. 

3  Jones  V.  Dew,  143  Mass.  130:  Fessen- 
den  V.  Mussey,  11  Cush.  127;  Dykes  v. 
Townsend,  24  N.  Y.  57;  Thornton  v.  Keely 
17  111.  354:  McConnell  v.  Brilhart,  17  111.  354. 

«  Trueman  v.  Loder,  U  Ad.  ft  E.  589 
Lemed  v.  Johns.  9  Allen  419;  Violeete  v. 
Powell.  10  B.  Mon.  847,  52  Am.    Dec.  648. 
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§84.     Consideration. 

On  the  ground  that  the  word  "agreement"  as  used  in 
the  statute  includes  the  consideration  as  well  as  the 
promise,  it  was  early  held  in  the  English  courts  that 
the  consideration  for  the  promise  must  appear  in  the 
memorandum.^  This  ruling  has  been  followed  in  New 
York  and  some  other  States,^  but  the  weight  of  author- 
ity in  the  United  States  appears  to  be  the  other  way.* 

§85.    Must  be  Signed  by  Party  Charged. 

By  the  "party  to  be  charged"  the  defendant  in  the 
action  is  meant^  Therefore  a  memorandum  signed  by 
one  party  only  is  sufficient  to  charge  him,  although 
there  be  no  signed  writing  upon  which  to  charge  the 
other  party ;  and  a  person  may  be  thus  chargeable  on  a 
contract  although  the  remedy  on  his  part  might  fail  for 
want  of  evidence  to  satisfy  the  statute.^ 

The  signature  need  not  be  an  actual  subscription  of 
the  party^s  name,  it  may  be  a  mark,  or  by  initials  f  nor 
need  it  be  in  writing,  it  may  be  printed  or  stamped,  or 
in  pencil  ;*  nor  need  it  be  placed  at  the  end  of  the  docu- 


1  Wxin  V.  Wa1tera,5  Bast  10:2Sm.  Lead. 
Cat.  8B0;  Saunden  ▼.  Wakefield,  4  B.  &  A. 


tSearsT.  Brink,  8  Johns.  810,  8  Am.  Dec. 
475;  Justice  t.  Lang^  N.  Y.  Cfi3,  1  Am. 
Rep.  S76;  Church  v.  Brown.  81  N.  Y.  815; 
I>rake  ▼.  Seaman,  87  Hun  6S;  Wrigrht  v. 
Weeks.  8  Bosw.  878;  Wilson  v.  Roberts,  5 
Bosw.  lOO^Ide  v.  Stanton,  15  Vt.  685,  40 
Am.  Dec.  606.  The  words  *'for  value  re- 
ceived*' sufficiently  express  the  considera- 
tion. Osborne  ▼.  Baker,  84  Minn.  307,  57 
Am.  Rep.  56. 

»  Packard  v.  Richardson,  17  Mass.  188. 
8  Am.  Dec.  128:  Silkkis  ▼.  Watson,  18  Tea. 
190:  How  V.  Kimball,  8  McLean  108;  Sai^e 
▼.  Wilcox,  6  Conn.  81;  Read  v.  Evans,  17 
Ohio  188;  Ives  v.  Hazard,  4  R.  I.  14,  67 
Am.  Dec.  601;  Gilligan  v.  Boardman,  89  Me. 
81;  Halsa  v.  Halsa,  8  Mo.  806;  Shively  v. 


Black,  46  Pa.  St.  345;  Britton  v,  Anrier,  48 
N.  H.  488;  Taylor  V.    Ross,   3   Yergr,   880 
Steadman  v.    Guthrie,  4  Mete.    (Ky.)  147 

1  Newby  v.  Rog^ers,  40  Ind.  0. 

'Justice  V.  Lang,  48  N.  Y.  496. 1  Am.  Rep 
576:  Mastin  v.  Grimes.  88  Mo.  478;  Will 
lams  V.  Robinson,  78  Me.  186,  40  Kan.  Rep 
869;  Cunningham  v.  Williams,  48  Mo.  (A  pp. 
689;  Morin  v.  Martz,  18  Minn.  191;  Wilkin 
son  V  Heavenrich.  58  Mich.  574, 56  Am.  Rep 
706;  Stiles  v.  McClelUod,  6  Colo.  89. 

3  Lawson's  Rights.  Rem.  St  Pr.,  §  8880 
Sanborn  v  Flagler.  9  Allen  418;  Brown  v. 
Bank,  6  Hill  448;   Palmer   v.   Stephens,    1 
Denio  406. 

4  Dniry  v.  Young,  68  Md.  548,  48  Am. 
Rep.  846;  Bennett  v.  Bromfelt,  L  R  8  C. 
P.  85^  Lucas  v.  James,  7  Hare  419;  Clason 
V.  Bailey.  14  Johns.  484:  Westorn  v.  Myers, 
88  111.  484. 
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mebt^  it>  may  be  at  the  beginning  or  in  the  middla'  But 
it  must  be  intended  to  be  a  signature,  and  bb  such  to  be 
a  recognition  of  the  contract* 

§86.     Signing  by  Agent. 

The  statute  permits  the  signing  to  be  done  by  an 
agent  duly  authorized,  and  therefore  provided  one  has 
the  necessary  authority  his  signature  will  bind  his 
principal.  But  it  is  held  that  the  agent  must  be  some 
third  person  and  can  not  be  the  other  contracting 
party.^  If  the  agent  signs  it  in  his  own  name,  the  other 
party  may  show  that  the  contract  was  really  made  with 
the  principal.^  Tn  some  States  the  authority  in  the 
case  of  dealing  with  lands  must  be  in  writing.* 

(c)  r 

EFFBOT  OF  NON-COMPIilANCB. 

« 

§87.    Agreement  Not  Void  hut  Simply  Unenforceable. 

A  contract  of  the  kind  specified  in  this  section  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  not  in  writing,  is  not  void,  for  the 
effect  of  non-compliance  with  its  provisions  is  simply 
to  prevent  it  being  enforced  by  an  action,  or  in  other 
words  it  is  incapable  in  a  judicial  tribunal  of  being 
proved  orally.  In  Leroux  v.  Brovm,^  the  plaintiff  sued 
upon  a  contract  not  to  be  performed  within  the  year, 


*  Clason  V.  Bailev,  14  Johns.  484;  Cod- 
dinffton  v.  Goddard,  16  Gray  496;  McCon- 
ncllv.  Brillhart,  17  111.  861;  O'Donncll  v. 
Breher,  88  N.  J.  (L.)  257;  James  v.  Patten, 
8  Barb.  344.  Aliter  where  the  statute  uses 
the  word  '^subscribed.'*  James  v  Patten,  6 
N.  Y.  9,  65  Am.  Dec.  876;  Champlin  v.  Par- 
rish,  11  Paige  405;  McGovero  v.  Fleming, 
12  Daly  289. 

6  Selbv  V.  Selby,  8  Mer.  2;  Lucas  v.  James, 
7  Hare  4'19;  Boardman  v.  Spooner,  18  Allen 
368;  Braley  v.  Kelly,  86  Minn.  160. 

I  Bent  V.  Cobb.  9  Gray  397;  Farebrother 
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V.  Simmons,  5  B.  &  Aid.  883;  Sharman  v. 
Brandt,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  720;  Hinkley  ▼.  Arey, 
27  Me.  882;  Wilson  v.  Lewiston  Mill,  160  N. 
Y.  314,  44  N.  E.  Rep.  959:  Donnell  ▼.  Lee- 
man.  43  Me.  168;  Springer  v.  Kleinsorge, 
88  Mo.  16-^. 

«  Dykers  v.  Townsend,  24  N.  Y.  67,  60; 
Sanborn  V.  Flagler,  9  Allen,  477;  Williams 
V.  Bacon,  2  Gray  887,  388;  Trueman  v.  Lo- 
der,  11  Ad.  &E.589. 

3  See  post.  §168. 

1  12  C.  B.  801.  • 
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made  in  France  and  not  reduced  to  writing.  French 
law  does  not  require  writing  in  such  a  case,  and  by  the 
rules  of  private  international  law  the  validity  of  a 
contract,  so  far  as  regards  its  formation,  is  determined 
by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  made,  called  the  lex 
loci  contractus.  The  procedure,  however,  in  trying  the 
rights  of  parties  under  a  contract,  is  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  place  .where  the  action  is  brought,  called  the 
lew  fori,  and  the  mode  of  proof  thus  depends  on  the  law 
of  the  country  where  action  is  brought.  If,  therefore, 
the  statute  avoided  contracts  made  in  breach  of  it,  the 
plaintiff  could .  have  recovered,  for  his  contract  was 
good  in  France  where  it  waa  made,  and  the  lex  loci  con- 
tracftua  would  have  been  applicable.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  statute  affected  procedure  only,  the  contract, 
though  not  void,  was  incapable  of  proof  in  the  English 
courts.  The  plaintiff  tried  to  show  that  his  contract 
was  void  by  English  law,  in  which  case  he  would  have 
been  successful,  for  there  would  have  been  nothing  to 
hinder  his  proving  first  the  contract,  and  then  the 
French  law  which  made  it  valid.  But  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  held  that  the  statute  dealt  with  procedure 
only,  that  the  existence  of  the  contract  was  not  affected 
by  it,  but  that  it  was  rendered  incapable  of  proof  and 
the  plaintiff  therefore  could  not  recover.' 

The  converse  of  this  proposition  is  also  trua     Had 


3  Downer  ▼  Chesbroufifh,  36  Conn.  39; 
Heaton  v.  Bldridge,  56  Ohio  St.  87, 46  N.  B. 
Rep.  638:  see  Miller  v.  Wilson,  146  111.  523, 
84  N.  E.  Rep.  lin;Cochran  v,  Ward,6Ind. 
(App  )  80.  80  N.  B.  Rep.  796.  In  Pritchard 
V.  Norton,  106  U.  S.  184,  Mr.  Justice  Miller 
said:  '*A  contract  valid  by  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  it  is  made.although  not  in  writ- 
inir,  will  not  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of 
a  country  where  the  statute  of  frauds  pre- 
vails, unless  it  is  put  in  writing.  Leroux  y. 
Brown,  12  C.  B.  HOI.  But  where  the  law  of 
the  forum  and  that  of  the  place  of  the  exer- 
cution  of  the  contract  coincide  it  will  be 
enforced,  although  required  to  be  in  writ- 
ing by  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance, 
as  was  the  case  of  Scudder  v.  Union  Nat. 


Bank,  61  U.  S.  406,  because  the  form  of  the 
contract  is  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  {>lace 
of  its  celebration  and  the  evidence  of  it  by 
that  of  the  forum."  Buhl  v.  Stephens,  84 
Fed.  Rep.  982.  Other  courts  have  failed 
to  notice  this  distinction.  Thus  in  Penn- 
sylvania it  was  laid  down  that  a  contract 
made  in  New  Jersey  where  this  statute 
was  in  force  could  not  be  enforced  in 
Pennsylvania  where  no  such  statute  exist- 
ed. Allshouse  y.  Ramsay,  6  Wheat.  8:n. 
And  this  ruling  is  not  without  support 
in  other  ill-considered  cases,  decided 
on  the  mistaken  assumption  that  the  re- 
quirement of  writing  anects  the  validity  of 
the  contract .  See  Dacosta  v.  Davis,  24  N. 
J.  L.  831;  Denny  v.  Williams,  5  Allen  1; 
Low  V.  Andrews,  1  Story  38. 
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the  statute  of  frauds  existed  in  France  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  made,  but  not  in  England,  where  the  suit 
was  brought,  the  action  would  have  been  sustained  in 
England,  though  it  could  not  have  been  in  France,* 
Therefore  it  was  correctly  ruled  in  Missouri  (constru- 
ing the  words  in  the  17th  section  of  the  statute  to  mean 
that  the  contract  was  void  and  not  simply  unenforce- 
able)* that  if  the  contract  was  valid  in  the  State  where 
it  was  made  it  might  be  sued  on  in  Missouri,  though  the 
statute  of  that  State  declared  that  no  such  contract  as 
that  sued  on  ^^shail  be  allowed  to  be  good."® 

The  necessity  of  a  writing  may  be  waived  by  the  one 
sought  to  be  bound.''  An  action  will  not  lie  to  recover 
the  consideration  paid  upon  an  oral  agreement  for  the 
purchase  of  lands^  if  the  vendor  is  willing  to  fulfill.' 
And  an  agreement  executed  on  one  part  is  not  within 
the  statute.* 

•Where  a  party  to  an  agreement  not  in  writing  under 
the  statute  fails  to  execute  it,  the  price  advanced,  or 
the  value  of  articles  delivered  in  part  performance  of 
the  contract,  whether  in  money,  labor,  or  chattels,  may 
be  recovered  back.  In  such  cases,  the  law  raises,  by 
implication,  a  promise  to  pay  advances  made  upon  the 
faith  of  the  contract,  and  for  which  no  consideration 
has  been  paid.*^ 

But  in  several  States^*  it  is  provided  by  statute  that 
such  contracts  "shall  be  void"  and  hence  in  those  States 
the  lack  of  a  writing  would  go  to  the  very  existence  of 
the  contract. 

«  Downer  v.  Cheesbrough,  86  Conn.  89,  •  Noyes  v.  Moor,  1  Root  148;  Chittlngton 

4  Am.  Rep.  29;   Scudder   v.    Union    Nat.  v.  Fowler,  2  Root  887;  Cone  v.  Tracy,  1 

Bank,  91  U.  S.  406.  Root  479;  Rogrers  v.  Tracy,  1  Root  283; Wat- 

5  See  poet,  §  96.  rout  v.  Chalkcr,  7Conn.  i84;  Pinney  v.  Pin- 

«  u       u.-M  -      n-11  an\M^  iu»  "«y»  *  ^0°*  *•*;  Washburn  ▼.  Dosch,  68 

«  Houghtaling  v.  Ball,  90  Mo.  668.  wis.  436,  60  Am.  Rep.  878;  Suggett  v.  fca- 

7  Montgomery  v.  Edwards,  46  Vt.  161, 14       son,  96  Mo.  SSI;  Frazer  v.  Gates,  118  111.  99; 

m.  Rep.  618;  Westfall  v.  Parsons,  16  Barb.       Mc  Cue  v.  Smith.  9  Minn.  852,  86  Am.  Dec 

100;  La  Du  King  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ladue,  86 
Minn.  417,81  N.  W.  Rep.  988. 

10  Smith  V.  Smith,  38  N.  J.  (L.)  806,  78 
Am.  Dec.  49;  Banker  v.  Henderson,  66  N. 
J.  (L.)  26,  82  Atl.  Rep.  70. 

11  See  post,  f  95. 


Am 

645;  Schar£F  t.  Allen,  29  Mo.  (App.)  640. 

s  Galway  v.  Shields,  66  Mo.  818,  27  Am. 
Rep.  851:  Coughlin  r.  Knowles,  7  Met.  67. 
89  Am.  Dec.  7b9. 
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§88.    Part  Performance. 

• 

And  because  a  contract  which  does  not  fulfill  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute  is  not  void,  but  merely  un- 
enforceable courts  of  equity  in  some  cases  will  enforce 
such  contracts,  and  will  dispense  with  the  evidence  re- 
quired by  the  statute  where  one  of  the  parties  has, 
under  certain  conditions,  performed  his  part  of  the  con- 
tract.^ 

IV.    • 

The  Statute  of  Frauds,  17th  Section. 
§89.     Introductory. 

By  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  English  statute,  it 
is  provided: 

"No  contract  for  the  sale  of  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise, 
for  the  price  of  ten  pounds  sterling,  or  upwards,  shall  be  allowed  to 
be  good,  except  the  buyer  shall  accept  part  of  the  goods  so  sold,  and 
actually  receive  the  same,  or  give  something  In  earnest  to  bind  the 
bargain  or  in  part  payment,  or  some  note  or  memorandum  In  writ- 
ing of  the  said  bargain  be  made  and  sign^ed  by  the  parties  to  be 
charged  or  their  agents  thereunto  authorized." 

The  same  questions  arise  here  as  under  the  fourth 
section,  viz.:  (a)  The  kinds  of  contracts  included  in 
it;  (b)  the  form  required  by  the  statute;  (c)  the  effect 
of  non-compliance  wit}i  its  provisions.  In  r^ard  to 
(b)  the  form  required  where  in  the  absence  of  a  part 
acceptance  and  receipt  or  a  part  payment,  a  note  or 
memorandum  is  necessary,  the  rules  already  stated  as 
applicable  to  contracts  under  the  fourth  section  apply 
also  to  contracts  under  the  seventeenth  section. 

iScc  pott.  Chap.  XIX;  §   Specific  Performance. 
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(a) 

WHAT  OONTBAGTS  ABB  WITHIN  THE  STATUTE. 

§90.    ^^Ooods,  Wares  and  Merchandise^^ 

In  England  it  is  held  that  these  words  in  the  statute 
include  only  corporeal  personal  property,  and  therefore 
have  no  application  to  contracts  for  the  sale  of  shares 
of  stock,  accounts,  choses  in  action  and  the  like.^  But 
in  the  United  States  this  phrase  embraces  all  objects  of 
traflSc  and  commerce,  therefore  bonds,  stocks,  mort- 
gages and  promissory  notes  are  within  the  statute.* 
And  contracts  for  the  produce  or  fruits  of  the  soil  are 
within  this  section  of  the  statute,  where  they  are  fruo- 
tii8  industridlea  or,  being  fructus  naturales,  are  not  to 
pass  until  severed  from  the  soil.  These  as  we  have  seen 
are  not  an  ^4nterest  in  land"  within  the  fourth  section, 
and  are  therefore,  as  chattels,  within  this  section.' 

It  was  the  English  law,  until  altered  by  another  stat- 
ute that  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  executory  con- 
tracts of  sale,  i.  e,,  agreements  for  the  future  delivery 
of  goods,  but  was  restricted  to  executed  contracts,  i.  e., 
those  in  which  the  title  passed  at  once  or  in  which  an 
immediate  performance  was  intended.  But  the  Amer- 
ican courts  have  uniformly  held  that  both  executory 
and  executed  contracts  of  sale  are  within  the  statute.^ 
And  the  statute  applies  to  ail  forms  of  sale,  to  auction 
sales  as  well  as  private  sales.^ 


t  Humble  v.  MitchelK  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  206.  of  his  interest  in  the  partnership;  Vincent 

t  Tisdale  v.  Harris,  SO  Pick.  9;    Broad-  v,  Victhis,  60  Mo.  (App.)  ». 

man  v.  Cutter,   128  Mass.  888;    Gooch  v.  a  See  ante,  §  78;   Lawson  Riffhts,  Rem. 

Holmes.  41  Me.  683;    Calvin  v.  Williams,  3  &  Pr..  §  8826;  Holt  ▼.  Holt,  57  Mo.  (App.) 

H.  &  J.  38,  6  Am.  Dec.  417;  Southern  Ins.  872. 

Co.  V.  Cole,  4  Fla,  369;    North  v.  Forrest,  4  Tiedeman  Sales,  §  56. 

15  Conn.  400;   Greenwood  v.  Law,  55  N.  J.  . 

(L.)  168;  not  however  the  sale  by  a  partner  /^' 
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§91.     Contracts  for  Work  (md  Labor, 


A  contract  for  work  and  labor  i^  not  within  the  stat- 
ute;^ but  where  one  agrees  to  manufacture  an  article 
for  another  the  courts  have  found  it  hard  to  determine 
whether  the  contract  is  for  work,  labor  and  materials,  or 
for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  and  three  different 
doctrines  are  held  at  the  present  time. 

(a)  In  New  York  and  Maryland  an  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  any  commodity  not  in  existence  at  the  time^  but 
which  the  vendor  is  to  manufacture  or  put  in  a  condi- 
tion to  be  delivered  (such  as  flour  from  wheat  not  yet 
ground,  or  nails  to  be  made  from  iron  in  the  vendor's 
hands),  is  not  a  contract  of  sale  within  the  statute.* 

(b)  In  Massachusetts,  and  so  large  a' number  of  other 
States,  that  it  is  stated  by  a  writer  on  Sales  to  be  the 
''^prevalent  American  doctrine,"  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  articles  then  existing,  or  such  as  the  vendor  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  his  business  manufactures  or  pro- 
<:nres  for  the  general  market,  whether  on  hand  at  the 
time  or  not,  is  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  to  which 
the  statute  applies.  But,  if  the  goods  are  to  be  manu- 
factured specially  for  the  purchaser,  and  upon  his  spe- 
cial order,  and  not  for  the  general  market,  the  contract 
Is  not  within  the  statute.' 

(c)  The  modem  English  doctrine  dates  from  Lee  v. 
Chiffin,^  decided  in  1861.  Iij  this  case  the  action  was 
on  an  oral  contract  for  the  manufacture  by  a  dentist  of 


1  Phipps  V.  McFarlane.  8  Minn.  109,  74 
Am.  Dec.  748;  Turner  v.  Mason,  65  Micb. 
1MB; Grafton  v.  Armitafire,  2  C.  B.  886;  Pres- 
cott  ▼.  Locke,  51  N.  H .  94,  12  Am.  Rep.  55. 

>  Crookshank  v.  Burrell,  18  Johns.  68,  9 
Am.  Dec.  187:  Sewall  v.  Fitch,  8  Cow.  215; 
Robertson  v.  Vaufifhn,  5  Sand.  1;  Downs  v. 
Ross,  28  Wend.  870;  Eichelberger  v.  Mc- 
Cauley,  6  Har.  &  J.  218,  9  Am.  Dec.  614; 
Parsons  v.  Goucks,  48  N.  Y.  17;  Deal  v. 
Maxwell,  61  N.  Y.  662. 

•  Goddard  v.  Binney,  115  Mass.  450.   15 


Am.  Rep.  115;  Spencer  v.  Cone,  1  Mete.  288; 
Mixer  v.  Howarth,  21  Pick.  205,  32  Am. 
Dec.  256:  Lamb  v.  Crafts.  12  Mete.  353. 
See  Tiedeman,  Sales,  §  58.  Edwards  v. 
Grand  Trunk  R.Co.,54  Me.  105;  Sawyer  ▼. 
Ware.  36  Ala.  675:  Newman  v.  Morris,  4  H. 
&  McH.  421;  Forsyth  v.  Mann,  68  Vt.  116, 
84  Atl.  Rep.  48. 

«  1  B.  &  S.  272.  For  a  concise  review  of 
the  conflicting  English  decisions  on  this  sub- 
ject before  Lee  v.  Grifllin,  See  Burdick^on 
Sales,  p.  12-14. 
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a  set  of  false  teeth,  and  the  defense  was  that  it  wa^ 
within  the  statute  of  frauds  and  therefore  unenforce- 
able  because  not  in  writing.  The  plaintiff  argued  that 
it  was  a  contract  for  work,  labor  and  skill,  and  though 
some  materials  were  furnished,  they  were  unimpor- 
tant and  secondary.  But  the  court  held  that  it  was  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares  and  merchandise- 
and  within  the  statute.  The  test  adopted  by  the  court 
was,  does  the  contract  result  in  the  sale  of  a  chattel?  if 
so  it  is  within  the  statute.  And  the  rule  in  Lee  v.  Orif- 
fin,  has  been  adopted  in  a  few  cases  in  this  country.* 

The  New  York  rule  it  will  be  seen  looks  to  the  time- 
of  the  formation  of  the  contract  and  the  American 
(Massachusetts)  rule  to  the  nature  of  the  contract, 
while  the  modern  English  rule  looks  to  the  time  of  the- 
performance  of  the  contract.  The  latter  is  simple,  log- 
ical and  easy  of  application  and  would  doubtless  be- 
adopted  by  still  other  courts  were  it  not  that  their  de- 
cisions made  prior  to  Lee  v.  Orif  fin  preclude  them. 

§92.     VaZiie. 

Nearly  all  the  States  which  have  adopted  this  section- 
follow  the  fifty  dollars  of  the  English  statute,  though  in 
Maine,  New  Jersey,  Missouri  and  Arkansas  the  limit  is- 
thirty  dollars,  in  New  Hampshire  thirty-three  dollars, 
in  Vermont  forty  dollars,  in  California  and  Idaho  two 
hundred  dollars,  and  in  Florida  and  Iowa  there  is  no* 
limit  of  value  at  all.*  Where  several  articles  are  pur- 
chased at  one  time  then  if  the  combined  value  is  over 
the  statutory  limit,  the  contract  is  within  the  statute 


9  Preacott  v.  Locke,  51  N.H.  9;  Brooks  v.  Rep.  066;  100  Mo.  78;  Bnrrell  v.  Highleymao, 

Sanborn,  21  Minn.  408;  Hardell  v.  McClure,  88  Mo.  (App.)  188. 

'FaWW2:'5ii.f^iS''v'.  ?s?n^Jr\8t•^^:  •^'™«'  *-•  ^*'-  '^''-  «»• 
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although  the  value  of  no  one  article  reached  the  statu- 
tory limit.*  But  if  the  purchase  of  each  article  was  a 
separate  transaction  then  the  contract  is  not  within  the 
statute^  unless  the  value  of  that  article  reached  the  stat- 
utory limit^ 


(b) 


FORM  REQUIRED  BY  THE  STATUTE. 

§93.    Acceptance  and  Receipt. 

The  statute  excepts  cases  from  its  operation  where 
**the  buyer  shall  accept  part  of  the  goods  so  sold  and 
actually  receive  the  same."  The  rule  is  that  acceptance 
and  receipt  requires  a  delivery  of  and  tailing  the  posses- 
sion as  a  matter  of  fact,  to  be  decided  by  the  court  or 
jury  upon  the  circumstances. 

'*In  order  to  satisf  j  the  statute,  there  must  be  a  delivery  of 
the  goods  by  the  vendor  with  an  Intention  of  vesting  the  light  of 
possession  In  the  vendee,  and  there  must  be  an  actual  acceptance 
by  the  latter  with  the  Intention  of  taking  the  possession  as  owner."^ 

Delivery  alone,  without  acceptance  and  receipt,  is  not 
enough;*  nor  is  receipt  and  acceptance,  if  the  vendor 
did  not  intend  to  deliver  the  goods.  Both  parties  must 
concur  in  the  acts.' 


>  Baldey  v.  Parker,  3  B.  ft  C.  87. 

s  Id:  Ttedeman  Sales,  §  81.  "The  mere 
fact  that  a  separate  price  is  aflrreed  upon  for 
each  article,  or  even  that  each  article  is  laid 
aside  as  purchased,  makes  no  difference,  so 
long  as  ttie  different  purchases  are  so  con- 
nected in  time  or  place  in  the  conduct  of  the 
parties,that  the  whole  may  be  fairly  consid- 
ered as  one  transaction.  Such  is  the  common 
ca«e  of  a  number  of  articles  purchased  at 
private  sale  of  a  shopman,  for  Instance,  at 
the  same  time  thougn  at  separate  prices." 
Weeks  v.  Crie,  48  Atl.  Rep.  107  (Me.). 

1  Phillips  V.  Bistolli,  2  B.  &  C.  517;  Snow 
V.  Warner,  10  Met.  18S.  43  Am.  Dec.  417; 
Dean  v.  Tallxnan.  106  Mass.  443;  Houghta- 
llng  V.  Ball,  19  Mo.  84,  60  Am.  Dec.  381; 
Hewes  v.  Jordon,  80  Md.4r8,  17  Am.  Rep. 
878;Atwood  v.  Lucas,  68  Me.  606,  89  Am. 


Dec.  718;  Boardman  v.  Spooner,  18  Allen 
853, 90  Am.  Dec.  106;  Jones  Vs  Bank, 89  Md. 
287,  06  Am.  Dec.  688:  Lay  v.  Neville,  86  Cal. 
546;  Hill  V.  McDonald,  17  Wis.  07. 

s  Maxwell  v.  Brown,  80  Me.  96,  68  Am 
Dec  605;  Young  v.  Blaisdell,  60  Me.  875 
Harvey  v.  St.  Ix>uis, etc.,  Assn.,  30  Mo.  811 
Caulkins  v.  Hellman,  47  N.  Y.  440.  7  Am 
Rep.  461;  Shepherd  v.  Pressey.  S2N.  H.  40 
Knight  V.  Mann,  118  Mass.  146:  Scotten  v. 
Sutler.  87  Mich.  626:  Gray  v.  Gary,  9  Daly 
868;  Vmcent  v.  Vieths,  60  Mo.  (App.)  0. 

'Smith  V.Hudson,  6  Best  ft  S.  481;  Brew- 
ster V.  Taylor,  7  Jones  &  S.  180;  Clarke 
V.  Tucker,  2  Sand.  167:  Baker  v.  Cuyer,  18 
Barb.  667;  Young  v.  Blaisdell.  60  Me.  974; 
Matthiessen,  etc.,  Co.  v.  McMahon,  88  N. 
J.  (L.;  536. 
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Acceptance  and  receipt  are  not  synonymous,  the 
former  being  a  mental  operation  through  which  the 
party  determines  to  assume  proprietorship  over  the 
goods^  while  the  latter  is  the  taking  possession  of  them 
either  by  the  party  or  his  agent*  There  may  be  an  ac- 
ceptance without  a  receipt,  as  where  the  goods  have  been 
selected  and  approved  by  the  buyer,  but  remain  in  the 
possession  of  the  seller;  and  there  may  be  a  receipt 
without  an  acceptance,  as  where  the  goods  are  taken 
into  his  possession  by  the  buyer  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
amining them  before  he  accepts  them.*  But  it  is  well 
settled  that  both  acceptance  and  receipt  are  essential  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.'  The  receipt  and  ac- 
ceptance need  not  be  contemporaneous  with  the  con- 
tract, but  may  be  subsequently  made  ;^  nor  need  they  be 
concurrent  with  each  other,  either  may  precede  the 
other.® 

If  the  buyer  refuse  to  receive  the  goods,  he  can  not  be 
held  on  his  oral  contract  of  purchase,  and  his  reasons 
for  refusing  are  not  material.^  The  statute,  of  course, 
does  not  require  a  delivery  of  goods  sold,  where  the  con- 
tract is  in  writing,  or  there  is  a  statutory  memorandum 
of  it,*®  or  where  the  purchase-money,  or  part  of  it,  is 
paid." 


§94.    ^^Eameat  or  Part  Payment. 


y> 


The  statute  also  excepts  from  its  operation  the  cases 
in  which  "the  buyer  shall  give  something  in  earnest  to 


*  Tiedeman  Sales,  §  66. 

5  Tiedeman  Sales,  §  66. 

«  Id. 

7  Bush  V.  Holmes.  58  Me.  417;  Boutwell  v. 
O'Keefe,  32  Barb.  484;  McKnicrht  v.  Dun- 
lop,  6  N.  Y.  587,  55  Am.  Dec.  370;  Davis  ▼. 
Eastman,  1  Allen  422;  Marsh  v.  Hyde,  8 
Gray  S81;  Rickey  v.  Tenbroeck.  63  Mo.  568; 
Gault  ▼.  Brown,  48  N.  H.  183,  2  Am.  Rep. 
210;  McCarthy  v.  Nash.  14  Minn.  127:  Rich- 
ardson V.  Squires,  37  Vt.  640;  Amson  v. 
Dreber,  S.'i  Wis.  616. 
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8  Garfield  v.  Paris.  96  U,  S.  636;  Pink- 
ham  V.  Mattox,  5S  N.  H.  604;  Knight  ▼. 
Mann.  118  Mass.  143. 

0  Phillips  V.  Bistolli,  2  Barn.  &  C.  511; 
Tomkinson  v.  Staight,  17  Com.  B.697:  Nich- 
olson V.  Bower,  1  EI.  &  E.  173;  Knight  ▼. 
Mann,  118  Mass.  145;  Hewes  v.  Jordan,  89 
Md.  480, 17  Am.  Rep.  678. 

10  See  ante,  §82. 

1 1  Pierce  ▼.  Gibson,  2  Ind.  406;  see  post,  § 
89. 


CH.  III.] 


THE  FORM. 


§94 


bind  the  bargain^  or  in  paxt  payment.  ^^  The  word 
"earnest"  as  used  in  the  statute  has  not  received  much 
attention  from  the  courts.  The  meaning  intended  by 
the  framers  of  the  statute  was  probably  the  giving  to 
the  vendor  a  nominal  sum,  not  a  part  of  the  price,  as  a 
token  that  the  parties  were  in  earnest  or  had  made  up 
their  minds.^  -  But  this  method  of  binding  the  bargain 
has  been  rarely  used,  and  in  this  country  the  word  is 
held  to  mean  a  part  payment  of  the  prica^ 

The  part  payment  must  be  something  of  value, 
though  it  need  not  be  money.®  A  promise  to  pay  to  the 
seller's  creditor,  accepted  by  the  latter,  who  thereupon 
discharges  the  seller,  is  a  part  payment  within  the  stat- 
ute.* But  a  mere  promise  to  pay,*  or  a  tender  of  pay- 
ment not  accepted  is  not  sufficient^ 

In  most  of  the  States  the  part  payment  may  be  made 
at  any  time  before  the  action  is  brought.''  But  in  New 
York  a  part  payment  will  not  take  a  contract  out  of 
the  statute,  unless  the  part  payment  is  made  at  the  time 
of  making  the  contract.®  If  it  is  made  subsequently,  it 
must  be  made  and  received  for  the  express  purpose  of 
fulfilling  the  statute,  or  when  made,  the  parties  must 
substantially  restate  and  reaffirm  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract* 


1  Rap.  &  L.  Law  Diet.,  §  4*28. 

>  Howe  V.  Hay  ward,  106  Mass.  54.  In 
Missouri  it  is  said  that  while  it  was  a  cus- 
tom under  the  common  law  to  give  some- 
thing to  bind  the  barfrain,  and  in  the  Rom- 
an law  one  species  of  earnest  was  a  pay- 
ment which  went  to  the  seller  if  the  sale 
was  not  carried  out  by  the  buyer  but  was 
credited  on  the  price  it  it  was,  and  was  to 
be  returned  with  a  like  sum  if  the  seller  did 
not  complete,  ytt  in  modern  times  "earn- 
est" means  part  payment  of  the  price  and 
therefore  a  sum  of  money  put  up  to  be  for- 
feited to  the  noD -defaulting  party  is  not  an 
'^earnest  or  part  payment.*'  Jennings  v. 
Dunham,  00  Mo.  (App.)  fl35. 

3  Combs  V.  Bateman,  10  Barb.  573;  Hun- 


ter V.  Wetzell,  17  Hun   185;  White  v.  Drew, 
66  How.  Pr.  57;  Dow  v.  Worthen,  37  Vt.  180. 

«  Cotterill  y.  Stevens,  10  Wis.  422;Ticde- 
man  Sales,  §  71. 

5  Aricher  v.  Zeh,  5  HUl  806. 

•  Edgerton  v.  Hedge.  41  Vt.  676;  Wal- 
rath  V.  Ingles,  64  Barb.  265;  Hicks  v.  Clev- 
eland, 48  N.  Y.  84. 

7  Thompson  v.  Alger»  12  Mete.  435;  Davis 
v.  Moore,  18  Me.  424;  Gault  v.  Brown,  48 
N.  H.  189. 

8  Allis  V.  Reed,  45  N.  Y.  142.  Bissell  v. 
Balcom,  40  Barb.  96.  Reversed  in  part  in 
89  N.  y.  876. 

»  Hunter  V.  Wetsell,  67  N.  Y.  875, 15  Am. 
Rep.  508,  84  N.  Y.  548,  88  Am.  Rep.  544. 
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(C) 
BPFEOT  OP  NON-COMPLIANCE. 

§95.     Under  this  Section  Contract  Void. 

The  words  of  the  seventeenth  section  are  not  as  in 
the  fourth  section  that  ^^no  action  shall  be  brought^'  on 
the  agreement,  but  that  it  ^^shail  not  be  allowed  to  be 
good.^  In  England  the  weight  of  recent  opinion  is  in 
favor  of  holding  that,  notwithstanding  the  difference 
of  language,  the  seventeenth  section  like  the  fourth^  is 
only  a  law  of  procedure  and  the  contract  is  not  void, 
but  only  unenforceable.^  In  Missouri  it  has  been  ex- 
pressly held  that  the  words  of  the  seventeenth  section, 
unlike  the  fourth,  relate  to  the  existence  of  the  con- 
tract,' and  that  the  agreement  is  void  and  not  simply 
voidable  seems  to  be  the  opinion  of  other  courts* — ^an 
opinion  certainly  at  variance  with  the  intent  of  the  stat- 
ute.^ 


1  See  ante,  §  87. 

t  Pollock  Coat.  4th  Bd.,  p.  006.  In  Leroux 
V.  Brown,  12  C.  B.  800  (ante,  §  88),  it  was 
assumed  by  the  court  that'the  words  of  sec- 
tion seventeen,  unlike  those  of  section  four, 
go  to  the  existence  of  the  contract.  But  it 
has  been  intimated  by  Brett,  L.  J.,  in  Brit- 
ain V.  Rossiter,  11  Q.  B.  Div.  128,  and  bv 
Lord  Blackburn  in  the  recent  case  of  Mad- 
dison  ▼.  Alderson,  8  App.  Cas.  479,  that 
there  is  no  difference  in  the  effect  of  the  two 
sections.  In  Bailey  v.  Sweeting,  1  B  &  S. 
272,  a  letter  admittinjif  a  purchase  of  goods 
was  neld  to  be  a  sufficient  memorandum  to 
satisfy  the  statute,  which  must  mean  that 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  do  not  affect 
the  validity  of  the  contract  but  only    the 
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proof  ot  it;  for  if  the  statute  avoided  a  con- 
tract which  did  not  satisfy  its  terms,  a  sub- 
sequent note  or  memorandum  of  a  void  tran- 
saction would-  be  of  no  effect.  But  there  is 
no  direct  decision  on  this  point  in  England. 
Anson  Contr.  87. 

s  HoughUling  v.  Ball,  20  Mo.  668. 

«  Alderton  v.  Buchoz^  Mich.  882;  Head  v. 
Goodwin,  87  Me.  181;  Daniel  v.  Frazer.  40 
Miss.  607;  Miller  v.  Wilson,  34  N.  B.  Rep. 
1111  (III.);  WoUe  V.  Burke,  18  Colo.  284,  & 
Pm.  Rep.  427. 

9  Bird  V.  Munro,  06  Me.  887;  Cash  v. 
Clark,  61  Mo.  (AppJ  640;Townsend  v.  Har- 
graves,  118  Mass.  826. 


CHAPTER  IV. 


THB  CONSIDERATION. 

Section  96.  Coiuslderatlon  Essential  to  Simple  Contracts. 

97.  Cases  Where  Consideration  not  Essential. 

98.  Consideration  Defined. 

99.  Money  or  Money  Value  not  Requisite. 

100.  Adequacy  of  Consideration. 

101.  In  Equity. 

102.  Consideration  Executed  or  Executory. 
108.  Promise  for  a  Promise. 

104.  Mutuality  Required. 

105.  Subscription  Papers. 

106.  Mutuality  May  be  Implied  or  be  Subsequently  Present. 

107.  Promise  to  do  What  Promisor  Already  Bound  to  do. 

108.  Promise  Beyond  Legal  Duty  or  Contractual  Obligation. 

109.  Payment  of  Part  of  Debt. 
109a.  Compositions  With  Creditors. 

110.  Forbearance  to  Sue. 

111.  Motive  and  Moral  Obligation. 

112.  Past  Consideration. 

113.  Consideration  Obtained  by  Fraud  or  Duress. 

114.  Failure  of  Consideration. 

§96.     Consideration  Essential  to  Simple  Contracts. 

To  every  simple  contract  a  consideration  is  essential,^ 
and  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  agreement  is  in 
writing  or  by  word  of  mouth.*  In  an  early  English 
case  Lord  Mansfield  rnled  that  a  promise  if  in  writing 

1  Wheeler  ▼.  Glasgow,  97  Ala.  700,   11  S  Brown  ▼.  Adams,  1  Stew.  51,  18  Am. 

South.  Rep.  7S8;  Raigauel  t. Ajrliff.  16  Ark.  Dec.  86;  Cook  v  Bradley,  7  Conn.  67, 18  Am. 

594;  Hendy  v.  Rler,  59  Cal.  138;   Cook   v.  Dec.  79:  Thacher  v.  Dinsmore,  6  Mass.  299, 

Bradley,  7  Conn.  57, 18  Am.  Dec.  79;  Lan-  4  Am.  Dec.  61;  Perrinev.  Cheeseman,  11  N. 

ler  V.  Brooker,  65  Ga.  761;  Mygatt  v.  Tar-  J.  L.  174. 19  Am.  Dec.  388. 
bell,  86  Wis.  457,  66  N.  W.  Rep.  1081;  Wat- 
son V.  Dunlap,  S  Cranch  C.  C  14. 
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was  binding  without  consideration,  saying  that  consid- 
eration was  simply  necessary  for  the  sake  of  supplying 
evidence  of  the  promisor's  intention  to  bind  himself^ 
and  that  where  this  was  supplied  by  other  forms,  as  by 
writing,  it  was  not  required.^  But  his  view  was  later 
declared  to  be  erroneous  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Ra/nn 
V.  Hughes;^  decided  in  1765.  In  this  case  an  adminis- 
tratrix had  promised  in  writing  to  answer  damages  out 
of  her  own  estate.  There  was  no  consideration  for  the 
promise,  but  it  was  contended  that  the  writing  required 
by  the  statute  of  frauds  rendered  a  consideration  un- 
necessary.*^    But  the  highest  tribunal  in  England  said : 

"It  Is  undoubtedly  true  that  every  man  is,  by  the  law  of  nature, 
bound  to  fulfill  his  engagements.  It  is  equally  true  thca  the  law  of 
this  country  supplies  no  means  nor  affords  any  remedy  to  compel 
the  performance  of  an  agreement  mude  without  sufficient  consider- 
ation. Such  agreement  is  'nudum  i>actum  ez  quo  non  oritur  actio;' 
and  whatever  may  be  the  sense  of  this  maxim  in  the  civil  law,  it 
is  in  the  last  sense  only  that  it  is  to  be  understood  in  our  law. 

All  contracts  are  by  the  laws  of  England  distinguished  into 

agreements  by  specialty  and  agreements  by  parol;  nor  is  there  any 
such  third  class  as  some  of  the  counsel  have  endeavored  to  main- 
tain, as  contracts  in  writing.  If  they  he  merely  written  ar^d  not 
specialties,  they  are  parol  and  a  consideration  must  he  proved" 

It  makes  no  difference  that  the  one  to  whom  the 
promise  was  made  suffered  damage  through  relying  or 
acting  upon  it.®  The  consideration  for  a  written  con- 
tract need  not  appear  upon  its  face,  but  may  be  proved 
by  parol,  or  inferred  from  the  terms  of  the  agreement.'' 


sPiUns  ▼.  Van  Mierop,  3  Bun.  1068. 

«7  T.  R.  860. 

s  For  a  history  of  the  doctrine  of  Consid- 
eration see  8  Pollock  &  Maitland  Hist,  of 
English  Law,  pp.  1 89-^280- Anson  Contr. 
44-5b;  HareContr.,  Chaps.  VII,  VIII. 

•Braggv.  Danielson,  141  Mass.  \Vb,  4  N. 
B.  Rep.  0S2;  Rldgeway  ▼.  Grace,  2  Misc. 
(N.  Y.)  «3,  21  nT  Y.  Suppl.  OM;  Crowthcr 
V.  Farrar,  16©.  B.  677,  15  Jur.  685- Ger- 
hard V.  Bates.  1  C.  L.  R.  868,  8  B.  &  B.  47«. 
Contra.  Watldns  v.  James,  60  N.  C.  106; 
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Ricketts  v.  Scothem,  67  Neb.  51,  77  N.  W. 
Rep.  866.  A  and  B  were  joint  owners  of  a 
vessel  and  A  voluntarily  undertook  to  get 
her  Insured,  but  neglected  so  to  do,  flid  the 
vessel  was  lost;  held,  that  B  could  not  sus- 
tain an  action  against  A  for  breach  of 
Promise.  Thome  v.  Deas,  4  Johns.  84; 
rauenthall  v.  Dew,  19  Cent.  L.  J.  4S9. 

▼Attix  V.  Pclan,  5  Iowa  886;  Tlngley  v. 
Cutler.  7  Conn.  891;  Mouton  v.  Noble,  1  La. 
Ann.  192;  Cummings  v.  Dennett,  86  Me. 
897:  Patchin  v.  Swift,  11  Vt.  902;  Thomp- 
son  V.  Blanchard,  8  N.  Y.  836. 
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§97.     Cases  Where  Consideration  Not  Essential. 


Without  being  exceptions  to  the  rule  stated  in  the 
last  section  there  are  cases  where  a  consideration  is  not 
always  essential,  viz. : 

(a)  Contracts  under  seal  as  we  have  seen  are  binding 
by  reason  of  their  form  irrespective  of  the  question  of 
consideration.^ 

(b)  The  promise  of  a  gratuitous  service,  although 
not  enforceable  as  a  promise,  involves  a  liability  to  use 
ordinary  care  and 'skill  in  performance.^ 

(c)  A  statutory  obligation  on  a  bond  or  other  obliga- 
tion made  valid  and  authorized  by  law  needs  no  consid- 
eration to  support  it* 

(d)  In  the  case  of  negotiable  instruments  a  consider- 
ation is  presumed  to  exist  and  need  not  be  proved  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  burden  of  proof  rests  on  the  party 
disputing  the  fact  of  consideration.  If,  however,  he  can 
show  that,  as  between  himself  and  the  party  suing,  no 
consideration  was  given  for  the  making  or  indorsement , 
of  the  bill  or  note,  the  promise  fails,  as  it  would  do  in 
any  other  case  of  simple  contract  under  like  circum- 
stancea^     In  several  States  by  statute  a  written  instru- 


iSee  ante  §  70. 

**Iii  order  to  reconcile  the  Idea  that  con- 
dderation  is  estentiafto  a  contract  with 
the  well  known  rule  of  law  that  a  contract 
under  seal  is  binding  without  regard  to 
there  being  a  consideration  therefor,  it  has 
been  asserted  that  a  seal  Mm  ports  a  con- 
sideration,' or  'is  conclusiTC  evidence  of  a 
consideration.'  Such  statements  are  not 
merely  erroneous,  but  absolutely  mislead- 
ing as  to  the  rtrj  nature  of  a  sealed  in- 
strument. As  we  nave  seen,  it  has  been 
the  rule  for  ages  that  the  evidence  afforded 
by  a  deed  can  only  be  overcome  by  evi* 
denceofan  equally  high  character.  The 
fact  that  a  man  has  bound  himself  by  deed 
is  conclusive  evidence  that  he  is  bound,  not 
that  he  received  a  consideration  for  his 
pramise.  Nevertheless,  so  wide-spread  is 
the  erroneous  idea  that  there  is  a  real  con- 
nection between  the  seal  and  the  doctrine 
of  consideration,  that  statutes  have  been 
passed  in  New  York  and  other  states,  pro- 
viding that  a  seal  *shall  be  only  presump- 


tive evidence  of  a  consideration.*  The 
effect  of  such  statutes  is  to  change,  not  a 
rule  of  evidence,  but  the  very  nature  of 
contracts  under  seal.  A  specialty  is  bind  - 
ing  by  reason  of  its  form;  a  promise  not 
under  seal  only  by  virtue  of  some  consider- 
ation. The  New  York  statute  has  the  ef- 
fect of  making  all  contracts  depend  for 
their  validity  upon  the  existence  of  some 
consideration."  Harriman,  Contr.  (1  Bd.), 
p.  63. 

>See  Lawson  Ball.,  §  88. 

^Carpenter  v.  Mather,  4  III.  874;  Mitt- 
nacht  V.  Kellermann,  105  N.  Y.  461.  ISN. 
E.  88;  Turner  v.  Hadden,  68  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
480;  Slack  v.  Heath,  4  B.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.) 
95;  Sterner  v.  Palmer,  84  Pa.  Si.  181;  Har- 
groves  V.  Freeman,  18  Ga.  848. 

«Conine  v.  Junction,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  S 
Houst.  (Del.)  888,  89  Am.  Dec.  380:  William 
V.  Forbes,  114  111.  167,  88  N.  E.  Rep.  46-1: 
Townsend  v.  Derby,  3  Mete.  368;  Mills  v. 
Barber,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  77,  8  Gale  6. 
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ment  is  presumed  to  be  founded  on  a  consideration,  thus 
placing  ail  writings  on  a  level  with  negotiable  instru- 
ments.* 


§98.     Consideration  Defined. 


Consideration  has  been  frequently  defined  as  ^^some 
right,  interest,  profit,  or  benefit  accruing  to  one  party, 
or  some  forbearance,  detriment,  loss,  or  responsibility 
given,  suffered,  or  undertaken  by  the  other^^^  or  more 
briefly,  a  benefit  to  the  promisor  or  a  detriment  to  the 
promisee.* 

Another  good  definition  ib  an  act  or  forbearance 
called  for  and  induced  by  the  promised  It  is  not  es- 
sential that  any  benefit  shall  accrue  to  the  person  mak- 
ing the  promise ;  it  is  sufficient  that  something  yaiuable 
fiows  from  the  person  to  whom  it  is  made^  or  that  he  suf- 
fers some  prejudice  or  inconvenience,  and  that  the 
promise  is  the  inducement  to  the  transaction.^ 


s  County  of  Montffomenr  v.  Rauchlej,  92 
Mo.  187;  Wulze  /.  Schaefer,  87  Mo.  (App.) 
601:  Houck  v.  Frisbie,  66  Mo.  (App.)  16. 

I  Hammond  ▼.  Hussey,  51  N.  H.  40.  13 
Am.  Rep.  41;  Weld  v.  Nichols,  17  Pick. 
638;  Smucker  ▼.  Lawrence.  21  111.  987.  In 
strictness  consideration  is  of  two  kinds, viz: 
good  and  valuable.  Good  consideration  is 
that  of  blood  or  natural  affection,  as  where 
a  man  makes  a  grant  to  a  near  relation, 
being  founded  on  motives  of  duty  or  gene- 
rosity. S  Bla.  Com.  297.  A  promise  founded 
on  a  **eood"  consideration  is  a  gratuitous 
one.  (Keefer  v.  Grayson,  76  Va.  617,  44 
Am.  Rep.  171:  Kennedy  v.  Ware,  1  Pa.  St. 
446,  44  Am.  Dec.  145;  Kirkpatnck  v.  Tay- 
lor, 43  111.  207;  Prlester  v.  Priester,  Rich. 
Bq.  Gas.  26,  18  Am.  Dec.  191;  HoUey  v. 
Adams,  16  Vt.  206,  42  Am.  Dec.  506.)  and 
will  not  support  an  executory  contract. 
Fink  v.  Cox,  18  Johns.  146.  Deeds  made 
upon  good  consideration  only  are  consider- 
ed as  merely  voluntary;  and  although  they 
may  be  valid  at  law  between  the  parties, 
are  not  aided  in  equity;  and  they  are  liable 
to  be  held  void  as  against  creditors  and  pur- 
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chasers  for  value.  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  & 
Pr.,  §  3248.  Stovall  v.  Bennett,  4  Litt.  206; 
Washband  v.  Waahband,  27  Qonn.  434.  A 
valuable  consideration  is  the  consideration 
defined  above.  Practically  the  verbal  db- 
tinction  is  not  recognized  and  when  the 
courts  speak  of  a  contract  being  founded 
on  a  "good"  consideration,  they  mean  a 
"valuable"  one.  Marriage  is  a  valuable 
consideration.  Chichester  v.  Vass.,  1  Munf. 
98.  4  Am.  Dec.  631;  Dugan  v.  Gittings,  3 
Gill.  188,  43  Am.  Dec.  806. 

t  Drake  v.  tanning,  49  N.  J.  (Bq.)  462, 
24  Atl.  Rep.  822;  Cook  v.  Bradley,  7  Conn. 
67, 18  Am.  Dec.  79. 

3  Harriman  Contr.  (2  Ed.)  §  91. 

«Hamar  v.  Sidway,  124  N.  Y.688;  Browa 
V.  Ray,  10  Ired.  79,  41  Am.  Dec.  879; 
Jones  V.  Ashburner,  4  Bast.  468;  Hilton  v. 
bouthwick,  17  Me.  308,  85  Am.  Dec.  253; 
Carr  v.  Card,  84  Mo.  618;  New  Hanover 
Bank  v.  Bridgers,  9B  N.  C.  57,  2  Am.  St. 
Rep.  817;  Houck  v.  Frisbee,  66  Mo.  (App  ) 
16:  Barrett  v.  Mahuken,  48  Pac.  Rep.  202 
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§99.     Money  or  Money  Value  not  Requisite. 

Money  or  something  which  has  a  money  value  is  of 
course  a  consideration,  but  it  is  clear  from  the  defini- 
tions that  all  that  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  valuable 
consideration  is  that  the  promisor  does  or  promisee  to 
do  something  which  he  is  not  bound  to  do  or  refrains  or 
promises  to  refrain  from  something  which  he  has  a 
right  to  do.* 

If  A  promise  B  to  pay  him  five  dollars  if  he  will  not 
eat  a  dinner  or  ten  dollars  if  he  will  not  wear  his  best 
coat  for  a  day,  B's  abstaining  from  eating  his 
dinner  and  refraining  from  wearing  his  coat  is 
sufficient  to  support  A^s  promise,  for  B  has  a  legal  right 
to  do  both  of  these  things.  In  a  New  York  case,  an  uncle 
promised  a  nephew  that  if  he  would  refrain  from  drink- 
ing liquor,  using  tobacco,  swearing  and  playing  certain 
games  for  money  until  he  came  of  age,  he  would  pay  him 
15,000.  The  nephew  kept  his  side  of  the  bargain,  but 
when  sued  for  the  money  the  uncle  claimed  that  the 
agreement  was  not  founded  on  a  valid  consideration. 
But  the  court  said : 


<«i 


'It  Is  Bufflcient  that  he  restricted  his  lawful  freedom  of  action 
within  certain  Umits  upon  the  faith  of  his  uncle's  agreement."* 


iBifrelow  V.  Bigelow,  05  Me.  17,  49  All. 
Rep.  80:  Devecmon  v.  Shaw,  69  Md.  199, 
14  All.  Rep.  464;  Hamer  v.  Sid  way,  1S4  N. 
Y.  638, 27  N.  E.  Rep.  266,  36  N.  Y.  St.  888; 
Carrie  ▼.  Misa,  L.  R.  10  Exch.  158:  Carlill 
V.  Carbolic  Smoke  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  266,  2  Q.  B. 
184  (1802-1898);  Green  v.  Brooks.  1  Cal.  828, 
22  P»c.  Rep.  840;  Earle  v.  Ang^ell,  167  Mass. 
294. 32  N.  S.  Rep.  164;  Wolford  v.  Powers, 
86  lad.  204,  44  Am.  Rep.  16;  Diffenderfer  v. 
Scott,  6  Ind.  App.  243.  32  N.  E.  Rep.  87; 
Eaton  T.  Libbey,  166  Mass.  218,  42  N.  E. 
Rep.  1127,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  511;  Babcock  ▼. 
Cfaase,  92  Hun  264,  m  N.  T.  (Supp.)  870. 


2  Hamer  v.  Sid  way,  124  N.  Y.  688;  and 
see  Talbott  v.  Stemmons,  80  Ky.  222;  Lin- 
dell  V.  Rokes,  60  Mo.  249, 21  Am.  Rep.  396. 
In  an  Australian  case  it  was  held  that  a 
promise  to  pay  to  a  divorced  wife  a  stated 
annuity  if  she  would  conduct  herself  with 
sobriety  and  in  a  respectable,  orderly,  and 
virtuous  manner  was  founded  on  a  sufficient 
consideration  as  she  was  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  the  husband  to  remain  sober  or 
virtuous.  Dunton  v.  Dunton,  18  Vict.  L. 
Rep.  114,  46  Alb.  L.  J.  11. 
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§100.     Adequacy  of  Consideration. 

Whether  op  not  the  consideration  is  adequate  to  the 
promise  is  immaterial.  So  long  as  the  party  gets  what 
he  contracted  for,  the  courts  will  not  examine  into  the 
transaction  in  order  to  find  out  what  its  value  is  to  him 
or  whether  it  is  at  all  equivalent  to  what  he  promised 
in  return.^  To  do  otherwise  it  is  well  said  would  be 
"the  law  making  the  bargain,  instead  of  leaving  the  par- 
ties to  make  it."^  The  slightest  consideration  then  is 
sufficient  to  supi)ort  the  most  onerous  obligation.^ 

In  Bainhridge  v.  Firmatone,^  F  asked  permission  of 
B  to  weigh  his  boilers,  which  B  granted,  and  in  consid- 
eration of  which  F  promised  to  return  them  in  as  good 
condition  as  he  received  them.  He  did  not  do  so  and  B 
sued  him.  F  contended  that  the  permission  to  weigh 
boilers  was  neither  detriment  to  B  nor  benefit  to  F,  and 
was  therefore  not  a  consideration  to  support  his  prom- 
ise.    But  the  court  said : 


ta 


'The  defendant  had  some  reason  for  wishing  to  weigh  the  boilers; 
and  he  could  only  do  so  by  obtaining  permission  from  the  plaintiff, 
which  permission  he  did  obtain  by  promising  to  return  them  in 
good  condition.  We  need  not  inquire  what  benefit  he  expected  to 
derive.    The  plaintiff  might  have  given  or  refused  permission.' 


»» 


In  another  case  the  defendant  promised  the  plaintiflfs 
that  if  they  would  return  him  a  written  guaranty  which 
thejr  had  of  his  he  would  pay  certain  bills.  The  plain- 
tiflfs did  so,  but  it  was  afterwards  discovered  that  the 
guaranty  was  not  legally  enforceable  against  the  de- 


iMulhall  V.  Mulhall,  41  Pac.  Rep.  X14, 
3  Okl.  30i;  Woodruff  v.  McDonald,  38 
Ark.  97;  Mound  City  Co.  v.  Dawson,  S5 
Cal.  426;  CUrk  v.  Siffourney,  17  Conn.  511; 
Spann  v.  Baltzell,  1  Fla.  301,  44  Am.  Dec. 
846;  Lawrence  v.  McCalmont,  2  How.  44M; 
Gravely  v.  Barnard.  L.  R.  18  Bq.  518;  Bol- 
ton V.  Madden,  L.  R.  9Q.  B.  65. 

sPilkington  v.  Scott,  15  M.  &  W.  600. 
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3  Thornborrow  v.  Whiucre.  «  Ld.  Ray; 
1164;  Darrow  v.  Walker.  48  N.  V.  (S.  C.)6. 
Wilkinson  ▼.  OHveir.i,  1  Blng.  (N.  C.}  400; 
Judy  V.  Louderman,  48  Ohio  St.  563,  87  N. 
B.  Rep.  181;  Churchill  v.  Bradley,  58  Vt. 
408.  5  Atl.  Rep.  189,  56  Am.  Rep.  668;  San- 
ders V.  Carter,  91  Ga.  450, 17  S.  B.  Rep.  Uh\ 
Lamp  Co.  v.  Mfg.  Co.,  64  Mo.  CApp.)  115; 
Brownlow  ▼.  WolLsurd,  66  Mo.  (App.)  687. 

«  8  Ad.  &  Bll.  748. 


CH.  IV.]  THE  CONSIDERATION.  §  101 

fendant  at  all,  and  was  worth  no  more  than  a  piece  of 
paper ;  and  it  was  argued  that  it  was  therefore  no  con- 
sideration for  the  defendant's  promise.  But  the  court 
said: 

*'The  plaintiffs  were  induced  by  the  defendant's  promise  to  part 
with  something  which  they  might  have  kept,  and  the  defendant  ob- 
tained what  he  desired  by  means  of  that  promise.  Both  being  free 
and  able  to  Judge  for  themselves,  how  can  the  defendant  be  Justified 
in  breaking  this  promise,  by  discovering  afterwards  that  the  thing 
in  consideration  of  which  he  gave  it  did  not  possess  that  value  which 
he  supposed  to  belong  to  it?  It  can  not  be  ascertained  that  that 
value  was  what  he  most  regarded;  he  may  have  had  other  motives 
and  objects,  and  of  their  weight  he  was  the  only  Judge.'" 

But  the  consideration,  though  it  may  be  inadaquate, 
must  be  real.®     Therefore  one  cent  has  been  held  in- 
sufficient to  support  a  promise  to  pay  f  600,'^  and  one 
dollar  insufficient  to  support  a  promise  to  pay  f  1,000, 
the  court  in  the  first  case  saying : 

"It  is  true  that  as  a  general  proposition  inadequacy  of  considera- 
tion will  not  vitiate  an  agreement.  But  this  doctrine  does  not  apply 
to  a  mere  exchange  of  sums  of  money,  of  coin,  whose  value  is  ex- 
actly fixed,  but  to  the  exchange  of  something  of,  in  itself,  indeter- 
minate value  for  money,  or  perhaps  for  some  other  thing  of  indeter- 
minate value.  In  this  case,  had  the  one  cent  mentioned  been  some 
particular  one  cent,  a  family  piece,  or  ancient,  remarkable  coin, 
possessing  a  Indeterminate  value,  extrinsic  from  its  simple  money 
value,  a  different  view  might  be  taken;  as  it  is,  the  mere  promise 
to  pay  six  hundred  dollars  for  one  cent,  even  had  the  portion  of  that 
cent  due  from  the  plaintiff  been  tendered,  is  an  unconscionable  con- 
tract, void  at  first  blush,  upon  its  face,  if  it  be  regarded  as  an  earn- 
est one.  The  consideration  of  one  cent  is  plainly,  in  this  case, 
merely  nominal,  and  intended  to  be  so." 

§101.     In  Equity. 

Mere   inadequacy   of   consideration   is   not   even   in 
equity  a  sufficient  ground  for  resisting  the  specific  per- 

s  HAicrh  v.   Brooki,  10  Ad.  ft  EH.  809;  •  See  f  103. 

CbnrchiU   v.  Bradley,  66  Vt.  408,  88  Am.  7  Schnell  v.  Neil,  17  Ind.  29,  79  Am.  Dec. 

Rep-  583.  488;  Shepard  v.  Rhodes,  7  R.  I.  470. 
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formance  of  a  contract.^  Bnt  courts  of  equity  will  take 
in  account  in  cases  which  come  before  them  the  inade- 
quacy of  the  consideration,  and  if  a  contract  is  sought 
to  be  avoided  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  undue  influ- 
ence,  it  will  be  r^arded  as  corroborative  evidence 
thereof.* 

§102.    ConMderation  Executed  or  Executory. 

The  consideration  for  a  promise  may  be  executed  or 
executory.  An  executed  consideration  is  some  act  i>er- 
formed  or  some  value  given  at  the  time  of  making  the 
promise  and  in  return  for  the  promise  then  made.  An 
agreement  upon  an  executed  consideration  arises  where 
one  of  the  parties  has  in  the  act  which  amounts  to  an 
offer  or  an  acceptance,  as  the  case  may  be,  done  all  that 
he  is  bound  to  do  under  the  agreement,  leaving  an  out- 
standing liability  on  the  other  side  only.  An  executory 
consideration  is  a  promise  to  do  or  to  give  something, 
or  to  forbear  from  doing  something,  in  return  for  some 
other  promise  or  thing  done. 

§103.    Promise  for  a  Promise. 

A  promise  to  do  an  act  or  to  forbear  from  doing  an 
act  is  just  as  valuable  a  consideration  for  a  promise  as 
the  act  or  forbearance  would  be.  Where  mutual  prom- 
ises are  made  the  one  furnishes  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion for  the  other.^  But  it  is  essential  that  the  promise 
shall  be  (a),  certain;  (b),  legal;  (c),  possible  of  per- 
formance; (d),  concurrent  in  time  with  the  other,  and 
(e),  impose  a  legal  liability  upon  the  promisor. 

1  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §2247,  post       60  Am.  Dec.  81 ;  Cole  v.  Trecothick,  9  Vesey 
Chap.  XIX.  246;  Borell  ▼.  Dann,  2  Hare,  400. 

«  Gifford  V.  Thorn,  9  N.  J.  (Eq.)  702;  Cr-  »  Rowan  Co.  v.    Hull,  47  S.  E.  Rep. 

uise  ▼.  Christopher,  5  Dana,  181;  Feigley  v.  oa  (W.  Va.)  citing9  Cyc.  838;  Appleton  v. 

Feigley,  7  Md.  587,  61  Am.  Dec.  875;  Beard  Chase,  19  Me.  74;  Byrd  v.  Fox,  8  Mo.  574: 

V.  Campbell,  8  A.  K.  Marsh,  125,  12  Am.  Coleman  v.  Eyre,  45  N.  Y.  88. 
Dec.  86S;  Davidson  v.  Little,  22  Pa.  St.  245, 
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(a)  An  offer  as  we  have  seen  may  be  so  vague  and  un- 
certain as  not  to  be  l^ally  enforcible,^  and  it  follows 
that  a  promise  of  this  nature  can  not  form  a  l^al  con- 
sideration.^ 

(b)  The  promise  must  be  to  do  something  which  ia 
not  illegal.* 

(c)  The  promise  must  not  be  to  do  something  which 
is  (1)  physically  or  (2)  legally  impossible  and  known 
to  both  parties  to  be  so  at  the  time  it  is  made.  (1) 
Physical  impossibility  means  practical  impossibility  ac- 
cording to  the  state  of  knowledge  of  the  day^^  as  for 
example  a  promise  to  go  from  New  York  to  London  in 
one  day  or  to  discover  treasure  by  magic  or  to  go  round 
the  world  in  a  week,*  or  a  promise  made  on  March  15th 
that  a  ship  would  sail  on  February  12th.''  But  if  the 
promise  be  within  the  range  of  possibility,  however  ab- 
surd or  impossible  the  idea  of  its  execution  may  be,  it 
will  be  upheld,  as  where  one  covenants  that  it  shall 
rain  to-morrow  or  that  the  pope  shall  be  at  Westmin- 
ster on  a  certain  day.  To  bring  the  case  within  the  rule 
of  imi)ossibility  it  must  appear  that  the  thing  to  be  done 
can  not  by  any  means  be  accomplished ;  for  if  it  is  only 


2  Ante,  f  11. 

'  In  White  v.  Bluett,  23  L.  J.  Ex.  86,  an 
action  was  brought  by  executors  upon  a 
promissory  note  made  payable  to  the  test- 
ator by  his  son.  the  defendant  in  the  action. 
The  son  pleaded  a  promise  made  by  his 
father  to  discharge  him  from  all  liability 
in  respect  of  the  note  in  consideration  of 
his  ceasing  to  make  certain  complaints 
which  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  making, 
to  the  effect  that  he  had  not  enjoyed  as 
many  advantages  as  th^  other  children. 
The  court  said  that  the  promise  given  by 
the  son  was  no  more  than  a  promise  "not 
to  bore  his  father,*'  and  was  too  vafrue  to 
support  bis  father's  promise  to  discharge 
the  son  from  liability  on  the  note.  **A  man 
might  complain  that  another  person  used 
the  highway  more  than  he  ought  to  do, 
and  that  other  might  say,  do  not  complain 
and  I  will  give  you  £5.  It  is  ridiculous  to 
suppose  ttiat  such  promises  could  be  bind- 
ing. So  if  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
were  suing  the  acceptor  and  the  acceptor 


were  to  complain  that  the  holder  had  treat- 
ed him  badly  or  that  the  bill  ought  never 
to  have  been  circulated  and  the  holder 
were  to  say,  *Nnw,  if  you  will  not  make 
any  more  complaints  I  will  not  sue  you,* 
such  a  promise  would  be  like  that  now  set 
up.  In  reality  there  was  no  consideration 
at  all."  But  see  Sharon  v.  Sharon,  68  Cal. 
29,  8  Pac.  Rep.  614.  criticised  in  22  Cent. 
L.  J.  6  and  Little  v.  McCarter,89  N.  C.  283. 

*  See  post. 

s  Clifford  v.  Watts,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  588. 

«  Le  Roy  v.  Jacobosky,  48  S.  E.  Rep. 

7g6  (N.  C).  citing  9  Cyc  fed;  Indian  Con- 
tract Act,  §  56;  The  Harriman,  9  Wall.  261. 
In  a  recent  case  a  covenant  by  an  applicant 
for  life  insurance  that  he  would  not  die  by 
his  own  hand  while  insane  was  held  void, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  one  impossible 
to  observe,  and  known  to  be  so  by  both 

earties.    Kelley  v.  Mut.    L.  Ins.  Co.,  109' 
ed.  Rep.  M. 

7  Hall  V.  Cozenove,  4  East.  477. 
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improbable  or  out  of  the  power  of  the  obligor  it  is  not 
in  law  deemed  impossible.^  (2)  An  impossibility  in 
law  apparent  when  the  agreement  is  made,  is  illus- 
trated by  the  promise  in  an  old  case  by  one  person, 
without  authority  from  another,  to  discharge  a  debt 
due  the  latter,  because  no  one  without  authority  froboi 
the  creditor  could  release  a  debt  due  to  him.®  So  of  a 
promise  "that  plaintiff's  tract  of  land  shall  sell  for  a 
certain  sum  \fj  a  given  day,"  for  no  man  can  force  the 
sale  of  another's  property  by  a  given  day  or  by  any  day 
as  of  his  own  act  ;*®  of  a  promise  to  transfer  a  license, 
when  the  law  did  not  allow  such  transfers;*^  of  a  prom- 
ise to  marry  by  one  already  married  and  known  to  be  so 
by  the  promisee.** 

(d)  The  promises  must  be  concurrent,  that  is,  they 
must  become  obligatory  at  the  same  time;  otherwise 
each  is  of  no  legal  value  at  the  time  it  is  made  and 
neither  will  support  the  other.** 

(e)  The  promise  must  impose  a  l^al  liability  on  the 
person  making  it.  At  common  law  a  married  woman's 
promise,  being  void,  would  not  constitute  a  l^al  con- 
sideration.** The  liability,  however,  need  not  be  per- 
fect. If  the  promise  is  merely  voidable,  as  for  instance 
an  infant's  promise,  it  is  a  sufficient  consideration.*^ 


«  WatBon  V.  Blo98om«  4  N.  Y.  (Supp.) 
489, 18  N.  y.  St.  786;  Beebe  v.  Johoton.  19 
Wend.  600,  83  Am.  Dec.  518;  The  Harriman. 
9  Wall.  161, 19  L.  Ed.  689;  Thornborrow  v. 
Whitacre.  2  Ld.  Raym.  1164. 

•  Harry  v.  Gibbons,  2  Lev.  161.  But  see 
Waterman  v.  Dutton.  6  Wis.  266. 

10  Stevens  v.  Coon,  1  Finn.  (Wis.)  886; 
Specbt  V.  Collins,  81  Tex.  218,  16  S.  W.  934. 
An  agreement  to  convey  property  not  be- 
lonffin^  to  the  promisor  at  the  time  it  is 
made  is  validv  Trask  v.  Vinson,  30  Piclc. 
106:  Stearns  v.  Foote,  20  Pick.  4S3. 

1 1  Pierce  v.  Pierce,  17  Ind.  App.  107, 46 
N.  B.  Rep.  480. 

1  s  Paddock  V.  Robinson,  68  111.90, 14  Am. 
Rep.  US;  Haviland  v.  Halstead,  34  N.  Y. 
648. 
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1 9  Livingston  v.  Roeers,  1  Gaines.  588; 
Keep  V.  Goodrich,  12  Johns.  397;  Tucker  v. 
Woods,  12  Johns.  190, 7  Am.Dec.306;  James 
V.  Fulcrod,  6  Tex.  612,  66  Am.  Dec  748; 
Flanders  v.  Wood,  88  Tex.  277,  18  S.  W. 
Rep.  678-  Wythman  v.  Crates,  16  Mass.  1, 
Buckinjrham  v.  Ludlum,  40  N.  J.  (Eq.)  428, 
2  Atl.  Rep.  S51;  Missouri  Bank  v.  Sabin, 
48  Vt.  889. 

i« Shaver  v.  Bear  River,  etc.Water,  etc., 
Co..  10  Gal.  896-  Howe  v.  Wildes,  34  Me. 
666;  Warner  V.  Grouch,  14  Allen  163;  An- 
driot  V.  Lawrence,  88  Barb.  148. 

isGhicaTO,  etc.,  R.  Go.  v.  Lammert,  19 
111.  App.  186;  Baldwin  v.  Van  Deusen,  37 
N.  Y.  487-  Holt  V.  Ward  GUrencieux,  2 
Str.  987:  Willard  v.  Stone,  7  Gow.  29,  17 
Am.  Dec.  496. 
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The  same  is  true  of  a  promise  which  is  valid  but  unen- 
forceable, as  for  instance  an  oral  promise  requiring 
written  proof  under  the  statute  of  frauds.^®  In  other 
words  mutuality  of  agreement  may  exist  and  mutuality 
of  evidence  or  of  remedy  be  absent." 


§104.     Mutuality  Required. 


There  are  caaes  where  a  definite  offer  is  made  to  an 
ascertained  person  and  the  offeree  accepts  but  because 
the  offeree  has  really  promised  nothing  a  consideration 
is  not  present  and  the  agreement  is  said  to  fail  for  want 
of  mutv^Uity}  An  example  of  this  is  presented  where 
A  offers  to  supply  B  with  such  goods  of  a  certain  kind 
as  he  may  desire  or  choose  to  order  during  a  certain 
time  at  a  certain  price  and  B  accepts  that  offer.  Here 
B's  acceptance  is  not  a  consideration,  for  he  has  prom- 
ised nothing,^  and  A  is  not  bound,  his  offer  being  still 
a  mere  offer  which  may  be  accepted  by  B  giving  an 
order  for  a  definite  quantity  of  the  goods  before  it  is 


^•Getchell  v.  Jewett.  4  Me.  860;  Wilkin, 
■on  V.  Heavenrich,  68  Mich.  574,  «6  N.  W. 
180.65  Am.  Rep.  708;  Justice  v.  Lang,  43 
N.  Y.  498, 1  Am.  Rep.  576. 

i7Robliifloa  Conaol.  Min.  Co.,  v  Johnson, 
IS  Colo.  856,  82  Pac.  Rep.  460;  Grove  v. 
Hodget,  65  Pa.  St,  604. 

1  Smythe  v.  Oreacen,  91 N.  Y.  (Supp.) 
Ml;  Steinwender  Co,  v.  Ouenther  Co.. 
OoS.W.Rep.  ii70(Ky.),  citing  g Cyc.  337; 
Vogel  ▼.  Pekoe,  167  HI.  8S9, 42  N.  B.  Rep. 
880;  Doraev  v.  Packwood,  IS  How.  126.- 
Stcffen  ▼.  K,  Co.,  166  Mo.  ass. 

>Columbua  Wire  Co.  v.  Freeman  Wire 
Co.,  71  Fed.  Rep.  361;  Hoffman  v.  Maffi- 
olo,  104  Wis.  ^30,  80  N.  W.  Rep.  1033; 
Thafer  v.  Burchard,  90  Mass.  606;    Wells 


V.  R.  Co.  30  Wis.  606;  Barrow  S.  S.  Co., 
V.  R.  Co.,  181  N.  Y.  84,  81  N.  B.  Rep.  281; 
Rafolovitz  V,  Tob.  Co.,  78  Hun  87,  36  N. 
Y.  S.  1086;  Stenagard  v.  Smith,  48  Minn.  11 
44  N.  W.  Rep.  680;  American  Cotton  Oil 
Co.  V.  Kirk,  68  Fed.  Rep.  793;  Railroad 
Co.  ▼.  Mitchell,  38  Tex.  86;  Stiles  ▼,  Mc- 
Clellan,  6  Colo.  80;  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
▼.  Potomac  R.  Co.,  51  Md  82,  84  Am.  Rep. 
316:  Hickey  v.  O'Brien,  183  Mich.  611,  §1 
N.  W.  341:  Minn.  Lumber  Co.  v.  White 
Heart  Coal  Co..  160  111.  65;  Higbee  v. 
Rust,  n  N.  B.  Rep.  1010  (111);  Swindell  Co. 
▼.  First  Nat.  Bank,  49  S.  B.  Rep.  678  (Ga.); 
Bast  V.  Ice  Co.,  21  N.  Y.  (S.)  887;  Dennis 
y.  Slyfield.  117  Fed.  Rep.  47C 
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actually  withdrawn  by  A"  or  expires  by  efflux  of  time/ 
But  where  the  acceptance  does  really  impose  an  ob- 
ligation on  the  acceptor,  then  a  consideration  is  present 
and  a  binding  contract  results.  And  this  is  so  wherever 
the  acceptor's  freedom  of  action  is  in  any  way  limited.® 
It  is  not  limited  at  all  where  he  simply  assents  to  the 
seller's  offer  to  sell  him  all  the  goods  he  may  order  or 
"desire"  during  a  certain  time,  for  he  has  not  promised 
to  order  any,  nor  is  he  bound  to  do  so.  But  it  is  limited 
where  the  offer  is  to  supply  him  with  all  the  goods  of  a 
particular  kind  which  he  may  "require,"  or  which  he 
may  need  during  a  certain  time,  for  here,  though  it  may 
be  that  he  will  neither  need  nor  require  any,  yet  if  he 
does  he  has  bound  himself  to  buy  them  of  the  proposer, 


»  Great  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Witham,  L. 
R.  9 C.P.  18:  HoUx  v.  Schinidt,59  N.  Y. 2ft8; 
Willetts  V.  Ins.  Co.,  46  N.Y.45;  L*Amoreux 
V.  Gould,  7  N.  Y.  349;  Kelly  v.  Ybanu,  3 
Cal.  147.  In  Cooper  v.  Lansinn:  Wheel  Co., 
94  Mich.  272,  54  N.  W.  Rep.  89,  it  was  held 
that  the  offer  of  a  manufacturer  to  deliver 
to  plaintiff  all  the  goods  of  a  specified 
class  at  specified  prices  that  plain- 
tiff may  need  during  the  season, 
is  a  mere  offer  by  the  manufacturer  to  fur- 
nish the  goods,  which  he  has  a  right  to  with- 
draw at  any  time  before  it  is  acted  on,  ev- 
en though  accepted  by  plaintiff;  but  after 
he  has  nlled  an  order  at  the  prices  specified, 
and  has  thus  had  the  benefit  of  a  sale,  the 
entire  contract  becomes  valid  and  binding 
and  he  can  not  thereafter  decline  to  fill  fur- 
ther orders.  This  decision  is  clearly  wrong 
on  both  points.  On  the  first,  because  we 
have  seen  that  the  promise  to  buy  all  the 
wheels  he  needed  limited  the  plaintiff's  free- 
dom of  choice,  and  was  a  good  considera- 
tion for  the  promise;  on  the  second,  because 
if  it  was  simply  an  offer,  the  order  for  a 
certain  quantity  of  the  goods  was  a  contract 
to  deliver  the  c|uantity  ordered,  and  not  all 
that  the  plaintiff  mijj^ht  order  in  the  future. 
See  also  Philadelphia  Base  Ball  Co.  v.  La- 
joie,  61  Atl.  Rep.  978  (Pa.). 

In  Crane  v.  Crane  Co.,  105  Fed.  Rep. 
869,  the  court  distinguishes  between  a  con- 
tract to  furnish  another  with  such  supplies 
as  may  be  needed  during  a  specified  period 
of  time  for  some  certain  business  or  manu- 
facture, or  with  such  commodities  as  the 
purchaser  has  already  contracted  to  fur- 
nish to  others,  the  quantity  in  such  cases 
being  capable  of  at  least  approximate  esti- 
mation when  the  contract  is  made,  and  an 
agreement  by  a  wholesale  dealer  to  supply 
a  retailer  during  a  certain  time,  at  stated 
prices,  with  so  much  of  a  commodity  as  the 
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purchaser  may  require  for  bis  trade.  The 
former,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  is  good; 
but  the  latter  is  not,  for  the  reason  that  it 
leaves  it  practically  optional  with  the  pur- 
chaser to  increase  or  diminish  his  orders 
with  the  rise  or  fall  of  prices,  as  may  be 
most  to  hi&  advantage  and  the  correspond- 
ing disadvantage  of  the  seller.  This  rea- 
soning is  hardly  satisfactory.  The  agree- 
ment may  have  been  an  improvident 
agreement,  but  that  does  not  show  that  it 
was  not  a  binding  contract.  If  the  prom- 
ise to  furnish  at  a  fixed  price  so  much  of  a 
commodity  as  the  purchaser  might  order  in 
a  given  time  had  been  under  seal,  the 
promise  would  have  been  just  as  improvi- 
dent, but  it  would  have  been  binding.  Not 
beins  under  seal,  the  only  question  then 
can  be,  was  there  a  consideration  for  it? 
Can  It  be  denied  that  the  counter  promise 
to  take,  from  the  promisor  within  a  certain 
specified  time,  all  of  that  commodity  which 
the  purchaser  might  buy  is  a  good  consid- 
eration? If  I  agree  to  buy  all  of  the  articles 
of  a  certain  Icind  that  I  may  purchase  with- 
in a  year  from  X,  is  that  not  the  same  thing 
as  saying  that  within  that  time  I  agree  not 
to  purchase  any  such  articles  from  any  liv- 
ing being  save  X?  If  I  bought  such  arti- 
cles from  any  one  but  X,  would  not  that  be 
a  breach  of  my  promise  to  buy  all  articles 
of  that  kind  within  the  time  from  X?  Is 
not  a  promise,  within  a  given  time  not  to 
buy  a  certain  article  from  A  or  B,  and  a 
fortiori,  from  no  one  but  X,  apetfectty 
good  consideration  for  any  lawful  counter 
promise? 

^Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Dane,  48  N.  Y. 
^40. 

'Mail  Pub.  Co.  v.  Marks,  xoi  N.  W. 
Rep.  4S8I (!«.)«  citing  9  Cyc.  829. 
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and  has  hence  parted  with  his  right  to  bny  them  from 
whom  he  pleases.  In  an  Illinois  case  a  corporation  ac- 
vepted  an  offer  to  sell  it  all  the  pig  iron  of  a  certain 
<iuality  iohich  it  would  need,  use  or  consume  in  its  busi- 
ness during  the  coming  year^  and  it  was  held  that  this 
was  a  valid  contract,  the  court  saying : 

"It  can  not  be  said  that  the  appellee  was  not  bonnd  by  the  con- 
tract It  had  no  right  to  purchase  iron  elsewhere  for  use  In  Its 
business.  If  it  had  done  so  appellant  might  have  maintained  an 
action  for  breach  of  the  contract."* 

And  the  same  conclusion  was  reached  where  a  hotel 
keeper  accepted  an  offer  to  supply  him  with  all  the  ice 
he  might  require  in  his  ice  business/  for  he  could  not^ 
said  the  court,  dispense  entirely  with  the  use  of  ice  in 
his  hotel. 


§105.     Subscription  Papers. 

The  case  of  subscriptions  to  carry  out  some  public 
•or  other  object  in  which  the  subscribers  are  interested 
is  one  not  free  from  difficulty  and  three  different  views 
in  r^ard  thereto  are  held  by  the  courts. 

(a)  In  some  courts  it  is  held  that  the  promises  of  the 
different  subscribers  mutually  support  each  other  and 
that  the  beneficiary  may  sue  on  the  promise  as  one  made 
for  his  special  benefit.*  Thus  where  A  and  B  and  others 
sign  a  paper  agreeing  to  give  certain  sums  for  the  erec- 


•  National  Furnace  Co.  t.  Keystone  Co., 
110  111.  497' Excelsior  Wrapper  Co.  v.  Mes- 
-senser.  03  N.  W.  Rep  459  ^Wis.);  Peterson 
V.  Ciian,  91  N.  W.  Rep.  887  (Wis.). 

vSmithv.  Moore,  20  La.  Ann.  320  and 
see  Hickey  v.  O'Brien,  123  Mich.  611. 80  N. 
W.  Rep.  941:  Contra,  Campbell  ▼.  Lam- 
bert, 88  La.  Ann.  85.  In  a  Minnesota  case 
(Bailey  v.  Austrain,  10  Minn.  585)  the  court 
reasoned  that,  as  the  acceptor  mi|;bt  go  out 
of  business  when  be  pleased,  there  was  no 
envaK:ement  on  his  part  to  "want"  any  of 
the  g^oods  offered,  a  plainly  erroneous 
view,  for  the  acceptor  did  at  least  part  with 
bis  right  to  buy  ffoods  of  persons  other 
than  the  offerer.  This  is  enoueh :  and  it  is 
not  necessary  to  require  in  addition  to  this 


a  warranty  that  he  will  remain  in  the  busi- 
ness for  any  length  of  time:  See  Ames- 
Brooks  Co.  V.  Aetna  Ins.  Co.,  88  Minn.  840, 
850,  86  N.  W.  Rep.  844;  Drake  v.  Norse,  62 
Iowa  417. 

1  Christian  College  v.  Hendley.  40  Cal. 
347;  Petty  v.  Christ  Church  05  Ind.  278: 
Higert  v.  Indiana  Asbury  University,  68 
Ind.  826:  Allen  v.  Duffie,  48  Mich.  1.  4  N. 
W.  Rep.  427;  Armann  v.  Bud.  40  Neb.  808, 
50  N.  W.  Rep.  515:  Osborn  v.  Crosby,  63 
N.  H.  583.  8  Atl.  Rep.  420:  Irwin  v.  Lom- 
bard University,  5^  Ohio  St.  0,  46  N.  B. 
Rep.  63,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  727;  Lathrop  v. 
Knapp,  27  Wis.  214;  Edinboro  Academy  v. 
Robinson,  87  Pa.  St.  210. 
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tion  of  a  church  or  the  maintenance  of  a  charity  or  the 
like,  the  paper  is  construed  as  a  promise  by  A  to  pay 
the  amount  in  consideration  of  B  promising  to  pay  the 
sum  he  subscribes  and  vice  versa,  and  the  object  of  the 
donation  is  allowed  to  sue  on  these  mutual  promises. 

(b)  In  other  courts  the  view  is  that  the  person  to 
whom  the  subscription  is  made  impliedly  promises  to 
appropriate  the  funds  subscribed  in  conformity  with 
the  terms  and  effect  of  the  subscription,  and  that  this 
implied  promise  is  a  sufficient  consideration  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  other  to  support  the  promise  of  the  sub- 
scriber.* 

( c )  The  prevailing  view  is  that  a  subscription  like 
any  other  promise  or  offer  requires  a  consideration  to 
support  it  either  of  profit  to  the  party  promising  or  of 
loss  to  the  other  party,  and  that  it  is  only  where  some 
obligation  is  incurred  or  labor  or-  money  is  expended  on 
the  faith  of  it  that  the  subscriber  is  bound,  up  to  which 
time  the  subscription  may  be  revoked  by  the  subscriber ; 
but  it  becomes  binding  as  soon  aa  a  consideration  is  fur- 
nished by  incurring  an  obligation  or  expending  labor 
or  money  on  the  faith  of  it.*  Thus  in  a  Massachusetts 
case  it  is  said : 

"In  every  case,  in  which  this  court  has  sustained  an  action  upooi 
a  promise  of  this  description,  the  promisee's  acceptance  of  the  de- 


s North  Ecclesiastical  Soc.  ▼.  Matson,  86 
Conn.  S6;  lUiopolis  M.  B.  Church  v.  Gar- 
vey,  53  111.  401,  6  Am.  Rep.  51; 'North- 
Western  Universalists  .Conference  v.  My- 
ers, 88  Ind.  375;  McDonald  v.  Gray,  11  Iowa 
608, 79  Am.  Dec.  609;  Collier  ▼.  Baptist 
Education  Soc. ,  8  B.  Mon.  08:  Maine  Cent. 
Institute  v.  Haskell,  78  Me.  140;  In  re  Helf- 
stein,  77  Pa.  St.  338,  18  Am,  Rep.  449: 
Cooper  V.  McCrimmin,  88  Tex.  888,  7  Am. 
Rep.  888;  Troy  Conference  Academy  v. 
Nelson,  94  Vt.  189;  Gait  v.  Swain,  9  Gract. 
688,  00  Am.  Dec.  811. 

s  Richelieu  Hotel  Co.  v.  International 
Military  Encampment  Co.,  140  111.  ^8,  39 
N.  B.  Rep.  1044:  Des  Moines  University  v. 
Livingston,  67  Iowa  307,  10  N.  W.  FLep. 
788,  «f  Am.  Rep.  43;  Brown  v.  Anderson,! 
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T.  B.  Mon.  198;  Machias  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Coyle,  35  Me.  406,  58  Am.  Dec.  712;  Sher- 
win  V.  Fletcher,  168  Mass.  418.  47  N.  E. 
Rep.  197;  Underwood  v.  Waldron,  IS  Mich. 
73:  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Lewis,  45  Minn.  164, 
47  N.  W.  Rep.  652;  Whitworth  v.  Harris, 
40  Miss.  488:  Pitt  v.  Gentle,  49  Mo.  74;. 
Kansas  City  School  Dist.  v.  Sheidley,  188 
Mo.  672,  40  S.  W.  Rep.  656;  McClanaban  v. 
Payne,  86  Mo.  App.  884;    Methodist  Ot" 

J»hans*  Home  Assoc,  v.  Sharp,  6  Mo.  App.. 
60.  (But  see  New  Lindell  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Smith,  18  Mo.  App.  7.)  Twenty-third  St. 
Baptist  Church  v.  Cornell,  117  N.  Y.  601,. 
28  N.  E.  Rep.  177;  Albany  Presb.  Church 
V.  Cooper,  112  N.  Y.  517,  90  N.  E.  Rep. 
852;  Hamilton  College  v.  Stewart,  1  N.  V^ 
581. 
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fendant's  promise  was  shown,  either  by  express  vote  or  contract^ 
assuming  a  liability  or  obligation,  legal  or  equitable,  or  else  by  some 
unequivocal  act,  such  as  advancing  or  expending  money,  or  erecting 
a  building  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  upon 
the  faith  of  the  defendant's  promise."* 

§106.     Mutuality  May  be  Implied  or  he  Subsequently 

Present. 

Although  on  its  face  the  agreement  may  be  binding 
on  one  party  only,  yet  if  the  intention  is  clear  that  a 
mutual  obligation  should  be  assumed,  the  law  will  im- 
ply  the  promise.^  In  Butler  v.  Thompson^^  the  written 
memorandum  of  an  agreement  signed  by  the  agents  of 
both  parties  read  as  follows :  "Sold  for  Messrs.  B  & 
Co.  to  Messrs.  T  &  Co."  a  certain  quantity  of  iron.  It 
was  objected  that  there  was  no  agreement,  as  T  &  Co. 
had  not  agreed  to  buy  the  iron.     But  the  court  said : 

"There  can  be  no  sale  unless  there  is  a  purchase,  as  there  can  be 
no  purchase  unless  there  is  a  sale.  When  therefore  the  parties  mu- 
tually certify  and  declare  in  writing  that  B  ft  Co.  have  sold  a  certain 
amount  of  iron  to  T  &  Co.  at  a  price  named,  there  is  included 
therein  a  certificate  and  declaration  that  T  &  Co.  have  bought  the 
iron  at  that  price." 

A  want  of  mutuality  in  the  banning  may  be  cured 
by  the  other  party  subsequently  binding  himself  also  by 
promise  or  act  Thus  if  A  promise  B  to  pay  him  a  sum 
of  money  if  he  will  do  a  particular  act  or  make  a  par- 
ticular promise  and  B  does  the  act  or  makes  the  prom- 
ise, A's  promise  thereupon  becomes  binding.  In  the 
intermediate  time  the  obligation  of  the  promise  is  sus- 
pended, for  until  the  performance  of  the  condition  of 


«Colleffe  Street  M.  E.  Church  v.  Ken-  olis  Mill  Co.  ▼.  Goodnow,  40  Minn.  497. 4St 

dan,  UlMaM.  Stt,  38  Am.  Rep.  98S.  N.  W.  Rep.  366;  Lewis  r.  AUas  Mut.  L.  Ins. 

I  Miller  T.  Weld  Connry,  87  Pac.    Rep.  ^%  «i.Mo.  Mi  MlwiMippi  River  Logjring 

8«7  (Colo.) ;  Bangor  Furnai  Co.  r.  Maclll,  ^-  Robinson,  00  Fed.  Rep,  778. 

106  111.  096;  Newmarket  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  Coon,  >  02  U.  S.  418. 


160  Mass.  606,  S8  N.  B.  Rep.  880;  Minncap- 
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the  promise  there  is  no  consideration,  and  the  promise 
is  nudum  pactum;  but  on  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tion by  the  promisee  it  is  clothed  with  a  valid  consider- 
ation which  relates  back  to  the  promise,  and  it  then  be- 
<:omes  obligatory.* 

§107.    Promise  to  Do  What  Promisor  Already  Bound 

to  Do. 

A  promise  to  do  or  the  doing  what  the  promisor  is 
already  bound  to  do  can  not  be  a  consideration,  for  if 
one  gets  nothing  in  return  for  his  promise  but  that  to 
which  he  is  already  legally  entitled,  the  consideration  is 
xmreal.*  This  obligation  may  arise  from  (a)  law  or 
(b)  contract 

(a)  A  public  officer  is  required  by  law  to  perform 
his  duties  for  his  salary  or  other  stated  compensation. 
Therefore  a  promise  to  pay  him  more  than  this  is 
founded  on  no  other  consideration  than  his  promise  to 
do  or  his  actually  doing  what  he  is  in  duty  bound  to  do.* 
A  reward  can  not  be  claimed  by  an  officer  whose  duty  it 
was  to  do  what  the  offer  requested  to  be  done.*     The 


sAnte,  $  14;  Willcta  v.  In8Co.,4B  N.Y.  46, 
a  Am.  Rep.  81.  So  an  agreement  founded 
on  a  consideration,  Is  not  invalid  for  want 
of  mutuality  because  one  party  has  an  op- 
tion while  the  other  has  not.  Brown  v.  Ro- 
nisavell,  78  lU.  589:  Penn  Co.  v.  Dolan,  6 
Ind.  (App.)  109,  SS  N.  E.  Rep.  303  Staples 
V.  0»  Neal,  64  Minn.  87, 66  N.  W.  Rep.  1088; 
Williams  ▼.  Tiedeman,  6  Mo.  (App.)  269. 

1  Ellison  V.  Jackson  Co.,  12  Cal.  542; 
Warren  v.  Hodge,  121  Mass.  126;  Ayers  v. 
R.  Co.,  58  Iowa  478,  4  N.  W.  Rep.  622;  Mc- 
Donald V.  Nielson,  2  Cow.  139, 14  Am.  Dec. 
431:  Horton  v.  R.  Co.,  72  N.  Y.  (Supp.) 
1018;  Swaggard  v.  Hancock.  26  Mo.  App. 
696;  Kansas  City  R.  Co.  v.  Morley.  46  Mo. 
(App.)  804;  Harris  v.  Cassidy,  107  Ind.  168; 
Voorhees  v.  Reed,  17  111.  (App.)  21;  Cross- 
man  V.  Wohlleben,  90  111.  63^;  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Rink,  110  111.  688;  Watts  v.  French, 
19  N.  J.  (Eq.)  407;  Jenness  y.  Lane.  86  Me. 
478;  Tucker  v.  Bartle,  86  Mo.  114;  Johnson 
T.  Sellers,  83  Ala.  266r  Bush  v.  Rawlins,  89 
Ga.  117, 14  S.  E.  Rep.  886;  Eblin  v.  Miller, 
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78  Ky.  371;  Gaar  v.  Green,  6  N.  D.  48,  68 
N.  W.  Rep.  818;  Sberwin  v.  Brigham.  89 
Ohio  St.  187;  Keflfer  v.  Gravson,  76  Va.  517, 
44  Am.  Rep.  171;  Great  West.  R.  Co.  v. 
Sutton,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  226. 

zSmith  V.  Whildin,  10  Pa.  St.  89, 49  Am. 
Dec.  578;  Trundle  v.  Riley,  17  B.  Mon.  396; 
Lucas  V.  Allen.  80  Ky.  681;  Mitchell  v. 
Vance.  5  T.  B.  Mon.  628,  17  Am.  Dec.  96; 
Warner  v.  Grace,  14  Minn.  487;  Padden  ▼. 
Tronson.  45  Wis.  126. 

3 St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Grafton, 51 
Ark.  604. 11  S.  W.  Rep.  702;  Lees  v.  Col- 
gan,  120  Cal.  268,  68  Pac.  Rep.  602;  in  re 
Russell,  61  Conn.  677,  60  Am.  Rep.  56; 
Hayden  v.  Souger,  56  Ind.  48,  26  Am.  Rep. 
1:  Means  ▼.  Hendershott,  84  Iowa  i8; 
Marking  v.  Needy,  6  Bush,  88;  Pool  ▼. 
Boston,  6  Cush.  819;  Kick  ▼.  Merry,  88  Mo. 
72,  66  Am.  Dec.  668:  Thornton  v.  Missouri 
Pac.  R.  Co.,  48  Mo.  App.  56;  Hatch  v. 
Mann,  16  Wend.  44. 
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same  principle  has  been  held  to  apply  to  a  promise  to 
pay  a  witness  more  than  his  legal  fees  ;*  to  a  promise  to 
pay  a  common  carrier  greater  compensation  than  it  is 
entitled  to  charge;^  and  to  a  promise  to  a  wife  in  con- 
sideration of  her  performing,  or  promising  to  perform, 
her  martial  duties.®  So  a  promise  to  pay  another  for 
restoring  to  him  property  to  which  he  is  legally  entitled 
is  founded  on  no  consideration,^  and  giving  a  person 
an  opportunity  to  examine  his  own  books  has  been  held 
to  be  no  consideration  to  support  a  promise  made  by 
him.® 

(b)  A  promise  to  carry  out  a  subsisting  contract  with 
another  or  the  performance  of  such  contractual  duty  is 
clearly  no  consideration,  as  the  party  is  doing  no  more 
than  he  was  already  obliged  to  do  and  hence  has  sus- 
tained no  detriment  nor  has  the  other  party  obtained 
any  benefit.®  In  Lingenfelder  v.  Wainwright  Bretving 
Co,,^^  an  architect  engaged  in  erecting  a  brewery  for  the 
defendants,  having  discovered  that  the  contract  for  the 
refrigerating  plant  had  been  awarded  to  a  rival  com- 
pany to  the  one  of  which  he  was  president,  took  away 
his  men  and  plans  and  refused  to  proceed.  The  presi- 
dent of  the  brewing  company  thereupon,  being  in  great 


«Dod{rey.  Stiles,  28  Conn.  463;  Sweany 
▼.  Hunter,  6  N.  C.  181;  Collins  v.  Godefroy, 
1  B.  &  Ad.  950, 1  Dowl.  P.  C.  826. 

s  Asbmole  t.  Wainwright.  8  Q.  B.  887,  3 
G.  &  D.  217;  Parker  v.  Great  Western  R. 
Co.,  7  M.  &  G.  868.  8  Jur.  194. 

•Miller  V.  Miller.  78  Iowa  177,  35  N.  W. 
Rep.  404.  48  N.  W.  Rep.  641. 16  Am.  St. 
Rep.  421;  Grant  ▼.  Green,  41  Iowa  88. 

''Worthen  ▼.  Tbompson,  &4  Ark.  151,  15 
S.  W.  Rep.  188;  Killouffh  v.  Pnyne,  68  Ark. 
174,  12  S.  W.  Rep.  827;  Domestic  Sewin^jr 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Anderson,  23  Minn.  67;  Davis 
V.  Mendenhall,  19  Minn  149;  Tolhurst  v. 
Powers.  138  N.  Y.  460,  31  N.  E.  Rep.  326; 
Fink  V.  Smith.  170  Pa.  St.  184,  88  Atl.  Rep. 
666,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  760. 

•  Mass.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Green,  70  N.  B. 
Rep.  808  (Mass.). 
•Johnson  v.  Seller,  83  Ala.  866;  BUison  y. 


9 


Jackson  Water  Co.,  18  Cal.  548;  Templin 
V.  Hobson,  10  Colo.  App.  635,  51  Pac.  1019; 
Bush  ▼.  Rawlins,  80  Ga.  117. 14  S.  E.  Rep. 
886;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Rink,  110  III.  538; 
Reynolds  v.  Nugent,  25  Ind.  328;  McCarty 
T.  Hampton  B!d|?.  Assoc.,  61  Iowa  287, 16 
N.  W.  Rep.  114;  Ay  res  v.  Chica«ro,  etc.,  R. 
Co..  52  Iowa  478,  3  N.  W.  Rep.  628- Schuler 
V.  My  ton,  48  Kan.  282,  29  Pac.  Rep.  168; 
Westcott  V.  Mitchell.  95  Me.  877,  60  Atl. 
Rep.  21 ;  Keith  v.  Miles,  89  Miss.  442,  77 
Am.  Dec.  685;  Easterly  Harv.  Mach.  Co.  v. 
PrinfiTle,  41  Neb.  265,  50  N.  W.  Rep.  804; 
Ferguson  v.  Harris,  89  S.  C.  828,  17  S.  E. 
Rep.  782.  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  781;  Cobb  v. 
Cowdery,  40  Vt.  26,  04  Am.  Dec.  870:  Kef- 
fer  y.  Grayson,  76  Va.  517, 44  Am.  Rep.  171 ; 
Lewis  y.  McReavy,  7  Wash.  294,  84  Pac. 
Rep.  8^;  Alaska  Packers  Co.  y.  Domenico, 
117  Fed.  Rep.  99. 

10103  Mo.  578, 15  S.  W.  Rep.  844. 
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haste  to  have  the  building  completed,  promised  him  a 
commission  pf  five  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  the  refriger- 
ating plant  to  induce  him  to  resume  work,  which  he  did. 
It  was  held  that  this  promise  was  void  for  want  of  con- 
sideration, Gantt,  J.,  saying : 

"Wliat  we  hold  is  that,  when  a  party  merely  does  what  he  has 
already  obligated  himself  to  do.  he  can  not  demand  an  additional 
compensation  therefor,  and,  although  by  taking  advantage  of  the 
necessities  of  his  adversary,  he  obtains  a  promise  for  more,  the  law 
win  regard  it  as  nudum  pactum,  and  will  not  lend  its  process  to  aid 
in  the  wrong." 

Notwithstanding  the  multitude  of  decisions  sustain- 
ing this  doctrine,  some  courts  have  held  that  a  party  to 
a  contract  has  the  right  to  elect  whether  he  will  perform 
the  contract  or  abandon  it  and  pay  damages,  and  that 
liis  giving  up  of  this  right  of  election  furnishes  a  con- 
sideration for  the  new  promise^  ^  Other  courts  hold 
that  the  making  of  the  new  contract  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  the  parties  have  mutually  agreed  to  rescind 
the  old  one,^^  and  that  the  new  one  must  stand  as  if  no 
previous  one  had  been  made.*®  In  one  state  the  pecul- 
iar doctrine  is  announced  that  the  new  agreement  is 
independent  of  the  old  one,  that  both  contracts  are 
therefore  in  force,  and  that  the  party  refusing  to  per- 
form may  sue  on  the  other's  promise  contained  in  the 
second,  and  the  other  may  sue  on  the  former's  promise 
contained  in  the  first,**  while  in  yet  another  it  is  an- 
nounced that  where  the  party  refusing  to  complete  his 
contract  does  so  by  reason  of  some  unforeseen  and  sub- 
stantial difficulty  in  the  performance  of  the  contract, 
which  was  not  known  or  anticipated  by  the  parties 

1 1  Monroe  v.  Perkins,  9  Pick.  298;  Con-  of  this  doctrine  in  Kinip  v.  Duluth,  etc.,  R. 
nelly  v.  Devoe,  87  Conn.  570.  Co.,  61  Minn.  488, 68  N:  W.  Rep.  1106. 

12  As  to  discharge  by  agreement,  see  i^Endriss  v.  Belle  Isle  Ice  Co.,  49  Mich, 
post.                                                                      279,  IS  N.  W.  Rep.  690.    See  the  criticism 

1  »Coyner  v.  Lyndc,  10  Ind.  282;  Stewart  ?£  this  oase  in  Lingenfelder  v  Waiowrigrht 
V.  Ketcltas,  86  N.  Y.  888.    See  the  criticism       ?/«^»°8  Co.,  108  Mo.  578,  15  S.  W.  Rep. 
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when  the- contract  was  entered  into,  and  which  cast 
upon  him  an  additional  burden  not  contemplated,  and 
the  opposite  party  promises  him  extra  pay  or  benefits  if 
he  will  complete  his  contract,  and  he  does  so,  the 
promise  to  pay  is  supported  by  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion.^** 

§108.     Promise  Beyond  Legal  Duty  or  Contractual 

Obligation. 

The  consideration  will  be  real  and  sufficient  if 
the  promisee  does  or  promises  more  than  his  l^al  duty 
requires  him  to  perform.^  Thus  a  promise  to  pay  a 
jailer  for  extraordinary  attention  and  services  to  a 
prisoner  in  his  sickness,  which  the  law  did  not  make  it 
the  duty  of  the  jailer  to  perform,^  and  a  promise  of  a 
reward  to  a  fireman  for  recovering  at  the  peril  of  his 
life  a  body  from  a  burning  building  have  been  held 
binding.* 

So  the  consideration  will  be  sufficient  if  it  is  the  doing 
or  promising  to  do  something  which  was  not  either 
expressly  or  impliedly  a  part  of  the  subsisting  con- 
tract.^     In  an  English  case  a  seaman  had  signed  arti- 


15  King  V.  Duluth.  etc.,  R.  Co.,  61  Minn. 
482.  68  NT  VV.  Rep.  487;  Micbaud  v.  Mac- 
Gregor,  61  Minn.  198.  63  N.  W.  Rep.  479; 
Meech  v.  BuflEalo,  29  N.  Y.  196;  Cooke  v. 
Murphy,  70  III.  96. 

Existing  Contract  with  Third  Per- 
sons. A  promise  to  perform  or  the  per- 
formance of  an  existing  contract  with  a 
third  person  is  generally  held  in  the  United 
States  not  to  constitute  a  suificient  consid  - 
eration.  Johnson  v.  Seller,  38  Ala.  965; 
Ellison  ▼.  Jackson  Water  Co.,  12  Gal.  542; 
Merrick  v.  Giddings.  1  Mack.  894:  Havana 
Press  Drill  Co.  v.- Ashurst,  148  111.  115.85 
N.  E.  Rep.  873;  Brownlee  y.  Lowe.  117  Ind. 
420,  20  N.  E.  Rep.  901;  Scbuler  v.  Myton, 
48  Kan.  282,  29  Pac.  Rep.  163;  Putnam  v. 
Woodbanr,  68  Me.  66;  Bcker  v.  McAllister, 
54  Md.  862,  45  Md.  2fl0;  Gordon  v.  Gordon, 
66  N.  H.  170:  Arend  v.  Smith.  151  N.  Y. 
902,  45  N.  E.  Rep.  872;  Robinson  v.  Jewett, 
116  N.  Y.  40,  22  N.  E.  Rep.  294*  Hanks  v. 
Barron;  95  Tenn.  275,  32  S.  W.  Rep.  195; 
Kenigsberger  v.   Wingate.  31  Tex.  42,  96 


Am.  Dec.  512:  Davenport  v.  First  Cong. 
Soc.,  33  Wis.  387.  See  Anson  Contr.  92 
where  the  English  cases  of  Shadwell  v. 
Shadwell,  9C.  B.  (N.  S.)  159,  and  Scotson 
V.  Pcgg,  6  H  &  N.  295,  are  said  not  to  con- 
flict with  this  principle.  * 

1  Studley  v.  Ballard,  169  Mass.  295,47  N. 
E.  Rep.  1000;  Gregg  v.  Pierce,  53  Barb. 
887;  Davis  v.  Munson,  48  Vt.  676,  6  Am. 
Rep.  315;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Siebring, 
16  111  (App.)  181;  Harris  v.  Moore,  70  Cal. 
502.  11  Pac.  Rep.  780;  McCandless  v.  Alleg- 
heny Steel  Co.,  162  Pa.  St.  189,  25  Atl. 
Rep.  579;  Texas  Cot(on  Press  Co.  v.  Ins.Co. 
54  Tex.  319,38  Am.  Rep.  627;  England  v. 
Davidson,  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  856. 

a  Trundle  v.  Riley,  17  B.  Mon.  396. 

3  Reif.  V.  Page.  55  Wis.  496,  13  N.  W. 
Rep.  473,  42  Am.  Rep.  781. 

*  Royal  V.  Lindsay,  15  Kan.  501;  Brown- 
lee v.  Lowe,  1 17  Ind.  420,20  N.  E.  Rep.  301; 
Corrigan  v.  Detcb,  61  Mo.  290. 
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cles  of  agreement  to  help  navigate  a  vessel  to  England 
from  the  Falkland  Isles.  The  vessel  proving  to  be  un- 
seaworthy,  a  promise  of  extra  reward  to  induce  him  to 
abide  by  his  contract  was  held  to  be  binding,  on  the 
ground  that  the  seaman's  contract  contained  an  implied 
condition  that  the  ship  should  be  seaworthy.** 

§109.     Payment  of  Part  of  Debt. 

The  payment  of  a  smaller  sum  in  satisfaction  of  a 
larger  is  not  a  good  discharge  of  a  debt,  for  it  is  doing 
no  more  than  the  debtor  is  already  bound  to  do,  and  it 
is  no  consideration  for  a  promise,  express  or  implied, 
to  forego  the  residue.^  A  for  example  owes  B  f  100. 
An  acceptance  by  B  of  $75  in  discharge  of  the  debt  or  a 
promise  by  B  to  A  that  he  will  take  f 75  in  full  of  all 
claims  is  not  binding  on  B,  who  may  sue  for  the  $25 
unpaid  in  the  first  case  or  for  the  full  sum  of  |100  in 
the  second.^  This  rule  of  the  common  law  while  gen- 
erally adhered  to  in  the  American  courts  is  regarded  as 
harsh  in  its  application  to  particular  facts,  the  courts 
being  only  too  ready  to-  seize  on  any  circumstance 
which  can  take  the  case  out  of  the  principle  upon  which 
it  rests.  Therefore  numerous  exceptions  to  the  rule 
are  to  be  found,  and  so  numerous  are  they  as  to  make 
the  rule  itself  more  shadow  than  substance.  The  ex- 
ceptions are: 


5  Turner  v.  Owen,  8  F.  A  F.  178. 

1  Cumber  v.  Wane,  1  Strange,  428;  Sing- 
leton  V.  Thomas.  73  Ala.  205;  Reynolds  y. 
Revnolds,5fi  Ark.  869. 18  S. W.  Rep.  877.  404; 
Delano  v.  Heilt,  27  Cal.  611,  87  Am.  Dec. 
lOS;  Warren  v.  Skinner,  30  Conn.  559 
Rose  ▼.  Hall,  26  Conn.  .395.  68  Am.  Dec. 
402;  Molyneaux  v.  Collier,  18  Ga.  406; 
Carlton  v.  R.  Co.,  81  Ga.  581 ;  7  S.  E.  Rep; 
Neal  V.  Handley,  116  111.  418,  56  Am.  Rep. 
784-  Hayes  V.  Ins.  Co.,  125  III.  620.  18  N. 
E.  Rep.  832;  Beaver  v.  Fulp.  186  Ind.  596 
86  N.  B.  Rep.  416;  Bender  v. Bean,  78  la. 
288,  43  N.  W.  Rep.  216;  St.  Louis  R.  Co. 
V.  Davis,  85  Kan.  464;  Arnold  v.  Park.  8 
Bush.  6;  Obernoffv.  Union  Bank,  81  Md. 
126;  1  Ara.  Rep.  81;  Guild  v.  Butler,  127 
Mass.  886;  Lankton  v.  Stewart,  37   Minn. 
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346:  Jones  v.  Perkins.  29  Miss.  189;  Winter 
v.  R.  Co.,  160  Mo.  150;  Daniels  v.  Hatch, 
21  N.  J.  (L)  891,  47  Am.  Dec.  169;  Jef- 
frey V.  Davis,  124  N.Y.  164:  Hayes  v.  Dav- 
idson. 70  N.  C.  673;  Martin  v.  Frantz,  127 
Pa.  St.  389. 14  Am.  St.  Rep.  850;  Chicago, 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Clark,  92  Fed.  Rep.  968: 
Contra,  Clayton  v.  Clark,  74  Miss.  490.  21 
South.  Rep.   565,  23  Id.  189. 

s  So  of  a  promise  by  a  creditor  to  credit 
his  debtor  double  the  amount  of  every  pay- 
ment he  makes.  Klausman  v.  Scboenlaw  33, 
Mo.  (App.)  857  or  a  promise  in  considera- 
tion of  tne  maker  payinsr  a  matured  note, 
that  he,  the  creditor,  wiU  extend  another 
note  not  yet  due.  Wolz  v.  Parker,  184  Mo. 
450,  85  S.  W.  Rep.  1149. 
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(a)  Where  the  debtor  does  something  different  from 
what  the  creditor  is  entitled  to  demand.  Thus  where 
A  owes  B  |100  the  giving  by  A  of  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment for  the  debt,  or  property  instead  of  money,'  as 
"the  gift  of  a  horse,  a  hawk  or  a  robe.  For  it  shall  be 
intended  that  a  horse,  a  hawk  or  a  robe  might  be  more 
beneficial  to  the  plaintiff  than  money  in  respect  of  some 
circumstance,  or  otherwise  the  plaintiff  would  not  have 
accepted  it  in  satisfaction."'  So  the  agreement  is  suffi- 
ciently supported,  where  it  is  made  before  the  maturity 
of  the  debt;*  or  at  a  different  place  than  the  original 
debt  was  made  payable,  or  was  in  law  payable;*  or  by  a 
person  other  than  the  debtor  f  or  to  a  person  other  than 
the  original  creditor  f  or  the  creditor  receives  some 
additional  advantage.^ 

(b)  Where  the  contract  is  wholly  executory,  if  the 
liabilities  of  both  parties  are  as  yet  unfulfilled,  it  can 
be  discharged  by  mutual  consent,  the  acquittance  of 
each  from  the  other's  claims  being  the  consideration  for 
the  promise  of  each  to  waive  his  own.® 

(c)  Where  the  agreement  to  forego  the  residue  is  by 
a  writing  under  seal,  for  here  consideration  is  pre- 
sumed.*® 

(d)  Where  the  creditor  on  receipt  of  part  of  the  debt 
makes  the  debtor  a  gift  of  the  residue,  for  an  executed 
gift  is  irrevocable  by  the  donor.** 


*  Cumber  V.  Wane,  1  Strange«428;  Jaffray 
▼.  Davis.  IM  N.  Y.  187:  Ncal  v,  Handley, 
116  111.  418.  66  Am.  Rep.  781,  where  it  was 
held  that  tbe  receipt  of  SlOO  and  a  cow  in 
full  of  a  judgment  for  $200  is  a  satisfaction 
of  the  jvdgmtnt. 

«  Bowker  v.  Childs,  8  Allen  484. 

sPirst  Nat.Bk.  r.Shook,  zooTenn.  436 
45  S.W.  Rep.  330;  Pinnel*s  Case,  6  Coke, 
I17a;  Tones  v.  Perkins.  29  Miss.  189,  64  Am. 
Dec.  186;  Blanchard  ▼.  Noyes.  3  N.  H.  518. 

•  Whelan  v.  Edwards,  99  Ga.  815;  Riley 
V.  Kershaw.  SS  Mo.  2S4. 

7  Morton  v.  Bum,  7  Ad.  &  E.  26;  Scotson 
y.  Pegg,  6  Hurl.  &  N.  305. 


>  Jaflfray  v.  Davis,  134  N.  Y.  164;  Shelton 
▼.  Jackson,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  443,  49  S.  W. 
Rep.  415. 

•  Laitimorev.  Harsen,14  Johns.  390;  Rol- 
lins V.  Marsh.  128  Mass.  116;  Munroe  v. 
Perkins,  9  Pick.  2»8:  Stewart  v.  Keteltas, 
86  N.  Y.  888.  Bishop  v.  Busse,  69  111.  408; 
Cooke  v.  Murphy,  70  111.  90:  King  v.  Julet, 
7  M.  &  W.  56;  Cutter  v.  Cochrane,  116 
Mass.  408. 

1 0  See  ante,  §  70. 

1 1  Bishop  Contr.  $  SO;  Lawson  Rights, 
Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  1881;  Mc  Kenzie  v.  Harrison, 
lao  N.  Y.  960, 17  Am,  St.  Rep.  688;  Gray  v. 
Burton.  55  N.  Y.  68. 
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(e)  Where  the  claim  is  unliquidated  and  its  amount 
is  disputed^  here  the  law  will  not  disturb  the  settlement 
made  by  the  parties  simply  because  it  may  afterwards 
appear  that  the  creditor  received  less  than  he  was  le- 
gally entitled  to.^*  But  an  unliquidated  claim  is  not 
discharged  by  the  acceptance  in  full  satisfaction  of  a 
sum  less  than  the  debtor  admits  to  be  due.^' 


§109a.     Compositions  with  Creditors. 

At  first  blush  a  composition  with  creditors  might 
seem  to  fall  under  the  rule  just  stated^  inasmuch  as  each 
creditor  agrees  to  accept  a  less  sum  than  due  him  in 
satisfaction  of  his  claim.  But  in  these  cases>  the  prom- 
ise to  pay  or  the  payment  of  a  part  of  the  debt  is  not  the 
consideration  upon  which  the  creditor  gives  up  the  resi- 
due, but  the  giving  up  a  part  of  their  claims  by  the 
other  creditors,  parties  to  the  agreement,  is  the  consid- 
eration for  each  one  giving  up  a  part  and  accepting  the 
composition  in  discharge  of  his  whole  debt.^ 


§110.    Forbearcmce  to  Sue. 

It  has  been  seen  that  to  agree  to  give  up  a  legal  right 
is  a  consideration.^  A  frequent  illustration  of  this  prin- 
ciple occurs  where  one  agrees  not  to  prosecute  a  claim 
which  he  has  made  against  another  and  it  is  well  settled 


1 2 Wilkinson  V.  Bycrs,!  Ad.  A  E.106;  Chi-  i  a  Huff  v.  Logan,  60S.  W.  Rep.  488  (Ky.) 

^o,  etc.  R.  Co.  V.  Clark.  W  Fed."Rcp.975;  iStcinman  v.  Magnus,  11  Bast  890:  Far- 

PoTilman  Coal  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  145  Mo  Ml;  ^ington  v.  HodgdoS,  119  Mass.  468;  Rob- 

.%"*«*  S;?A%V-  ^- ^'-  ^^^^i^J-S^^'  ««  ^-  Barnum,  So  Ky.  28;  Murray  v.  Snow, 

46  N.  H.  500;  Pitkin  v.  Novcs,  48  N   H.  m,  3?  Iowa  410;  White  v.  Kuiitf.  107  N.  Y.  518 

8  Am.  Rep.  218;  Treat  V.  Price,  47  Neb.  875,  ,   *    .     * /wi 

66  N.  W.  Rep.  884;  Tanner  v.  Merrill,  108  *  A"'«*  5  *"• 
Mich.'hS,  65  N.  W.  Rep.  664;  Ostrander  v. 
Scott,  161  111.  888. 
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that  the  actual  giving  up  or  the  promise  to  give  up  the 
right  to  sue  another  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  sup- 
port an  agreement.^ 

The  question  is^  when  has  one  a  right  to  sue  and  here 
we  find  three  different  views : 

(a)  One  view  is  that  one  has  a  right  to  sue  only  when 
he  has  a  good  cause  of  action  f  and  under  this  view 
forbearance  to  sue  upon  a  claim  on  which  the  party 
could  not  have  succeeded  if  he  had  sued  will  not  support 
a  promise.  This  was  held  in  some  early  English  cases^ 
now  overruled  and  is  laid  down  in  a  few  American  de- 
cisions.^ 

(b)  Another  view  is  that  one  has  a  right  to  sue  who 
honestly  believes  that  he  has  a  good  cause  of  action, 
even  although  it  is  not  an  enforceable  claim  or  even 
reasonably  doubtful;     This  is  the  modern  English  doc- 


2  Smith  V.  Weed,  SO  Wend.  184.  82  Am. 
Dec.  586;  Hockenbury  v.  Mejrers,  84  N.  J. 
(L.)348;  Robinson  V.  Gould.  11  Gush.  56; 
Abbott  V.  Fisher,  124  Mass.  414;  Martin  t. 
Black,  20  Ala.  309;  Sanford  v.  Huxford, 
88  Mich.  818,  20  Am.  Rep..  647;  Newton 
▼.  Canon,  80  Ky.  809;  Miller  v. 
Hawker.  66  111.  185;  SneU  v.  Bray,  5tf  Wis. 
166:  Collins  v.  Barnes,  83  Pa.  St.  15;  Adams 
▼.  Wilson,  12  Mete.  188,  45  Am.  Dec.  240; 
Weed  V.  Terry,  3  Doug.  (Mich.)  844, 45  Am. 
Dec.  257;  Flannai^n  ▼.  Kilcome,  58  N.  H. 
443;  Parker  ▼.  Bnslow,  108  111.  277;  Wehram 
▼.Kuhn,6l  N.  Y.  628;  Clark  v.  TumbuU, 
47  N.J.  (L.)  266:  Bellows  v.  Sowles,  85  Vt. 
891;  Feeter  v.  jWeber,  78  N.  Y.  384;  Union 
Bank  T.Geary,  5  Pet.  99;  Northern,  etc.,Co. 
▼.  Kelly,  113  U.  S.  199:  Swem  v.  Green,  9 
Colo.  866;  Penn  Co.  ▼.  Blake,  85  N.  Y.  226. 

3  This  view  is  probably  historically  cor- 
rect for  the  party  who  loses  a  suit  must  pay 
all  the  costs  and  in  early  English  law  he 
was  fined  In  addition. 

«  Barber  v.  Fox.  2  Saund,  186;  Wade  v. 
Simeon.  2  C.  B.  548,  S  D.  &  L.  567,  where 
it  is  said:  '^Detrimental  to  the  plaintiff  it 
cannot  be,  if  he  has  no  cause  of  action; 
and  benefical  to  the  defendant  it  cannot  be; 
for  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  defense 
npon  such  an  admitted  state  of  facts  must 
be  successful,  and  the  defendant  will  rec- 
orer  costs,  which  must  be  assumed  to  be  a 
full  compensation  for  all  the  leffai  damage 
he  may  sustain.**  But  this  doctrine  is  over- 


ruled in  the  later  case  of  Callisher  v.  Bis- 
choffsheim,  L.  k.  5  Q.  B.  440.  This  seems 
to  be  still  true  of  Irish  law.  ''In  re  William- 
son, 2  Ir.  Rep.  125  (1904),  a  bankrupt  had 
brought  an  action  against  a  cycle  company 
for  negligence  in  the  construction  of  his 
bicycle,  whereby  he  had  fallen  and  sustain- 
ed injures.  He  obtained  a  verdict,  but  it 
was  eventually  set  aside  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  and  judgment  entered  for  the  def- 
endants. He  paid  practically  all  he  bad 
(some  $750— he  was  a  clerk)  to  his  own  sol- 
icitors on  account  of  costs;  but  this  still 
left  91.000  due  them,  for  which  they  recov- 
ered judgment.  The  cycle  company  taxed 
their  costs  at  over  82,000.  The  Court  held 
that  he  was  not  entitled  to  his  certificate 
under  a  statute  permitting  it  to  grant  a  dis- 
charge unless  his  failure  to  pay  was  due  to 
causes  'for  which  the  bankrupt  could  not 
be  held  responsible.'  It  is,  no  doubt,  hard 
that  a  man  who  brings  an  action,  being 
doubtless  advised  that  be  can  succeed, 
should  be  saddled  with  a  continuing  bank- 
ruptcy in  consequence.But  to  hold  other- 
wise would  remove  one  of  the  few  checks 
upon  reckless  litigation  by  a  pauper  plain- 
tiff.'* 29  Law  Mag.  868. 

s Palfrey  v.  R.  Co.,  4  Allen  55;  Ecker  v. 
McAllister,  54  Md.  862;  Foster  v.  Metts,  55 
Miss.  77.  80  Am.  Rep.  509;  Pink  v.  Smith, 
170  Pa.  St.  124;  Price  v.  Nat.  Bk.,  62  Kan. 
248,  64  Pac.  Rep.  639^  citing  with  approval 
the  overruled  English  case  of  Wade  v. 
Simeon,  supra. 
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trine,  laid  down  by  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  in  a  well  known 
case  in  these  words : 


*'If  a  man  l)ona  fide  believes  he  has  a  fair  chance  of  success,  he 
has  a  reasonable  ground  for  suing,  and  his  forbearance  to  do  so  will 
constitute  a  good  consideration.  When  such  a  person  forbears  to 
sue  he  gives  up  what  he  believes  to  be  a  right  of  action,  and  the 
other  party  gets  an  advantage,  and  instead  of  being  annoyed  with  an 
action  he  escapes  from  the  vexations  incident  to  it.  It  would  be 
another  matter  if  a  person  made  a  claim  which  he  knew  to  be  un- 
founded, and  by  a  compromise  obtained  an  advantage  under  it."* 


This  view  is  followed  in  some  American  cases.^ 
(c)  The  better  view  and  the  one  supported  by  the 
great  weight  of  authority  is  that  one  has  a  right  to  sue 
where  his  claim  is  reasonably  doubtful  either  in  law  or 
in  tsuct;  and  therefore  to  forbear  to  prosecute  a  claim 
which  is  reasonably  doubtful  is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion.® 

The  compromise  of  a  claim  follows  the  same  principle 


«CaIlisher  v.  BischofEsheim,  L.  R.  5  Q. 
B.  449. 

TOstrander  V.Scott,  161  III.  889;  Hayes 
V.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  126  111. 
626,  18  N.  B.  Rep.  8S2;  Parker  t.  Bnslow, 
102  111.  27S,  40  Am.  Rep.  588:  Leeson  v.  An- 
derson, 99  Mich.  247,  56  N.  W.  Rep.  72,  41 
Am.  St.  Rep.  697;  Hansen  v.  Gaar,  6S 
Minn.  94, 65  N.  W.  Rep.  854;  Grandin  t. 
Grandin,  49  N.  J.  L.  508,  9  Atl.  Rep.  766, 
60  Am.  Rep.  642;  Wahl  v.  Barnum,  116  N. 
Y.  87,  22  N.  E.  Rep.  280;  Hewctt  v.  Cur- 
rier, 6S  Wis.  886,  28  N.  W.  Rep.  884;  Fire 
Ins.  Assoc.  V.  Wickham,  141  U.  S.  564.  In 
this  case  it  is  said:  "If  there  be  a  bona 
fide  dispute  as  to  the  amount  due,  such  dis« 
pute  may  be  the  subject  of  a  compromise 
and  payment  of  a  certain  sum  as  a  satis- 
faction of  the  entire  claim;  but  where  the 
larger  sum  is  admitted  to  be  due,  or  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  show  that  there 
was  no  good  reason  to  doubt  thai  it  was 
due,  the  release  of  the  whole  upon  pay- 
ment of  a  part  will  not  be  considered  as  a 
compromise,  but  will  be  treated  as  without 
consideration  and  void."  Harriman  (Con- 
tracts,  §  114)  savs  of  this:  '*The  distinction 
between  good  faith  ('a  bona  fide  dispute') 
and  reasonable  conduct  (*no  good  reason  to 
doubt')  seems  here,  as  in  many  other  cases. 


to  be  entirely  overlooked.  Yet  such  dis- 
tinction is  of  the  utmost  importance,  for 
honesty  and  reasonableness  are  by  no 
means  inseparable.** 

sRussell  V.  Wright,  98  Ala.  662, 18 South. 
Rep.  694;  Matthews  v.  Morris,  81  Ark.  222; 
Coffee  V.  Emtgh,  15  Colo.  184,  25  Pac.  Rep. 
88;  Tuttle  v.  Bigelow,  1  Root  108,  1  Am. 
Dec.  85;  Parker  v.  Enslow,  102  111.  272.  40 
Am.  Rep.  688;  U.  S.  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Hender- 
son, 111  Ind.  94^  12  N.  E.  Rep  88;  Cline  v. 
Templeton,  78  Ky.  550;  Pierce  v.  New  Or- 
leans BIdg.  Co.,  9  La.  397,  29  Am.  Dec.  448; 
Emmittsburg  R.  Co.  v.  Donoghue,  67  Md. 
883;  Prout  v.  Pittsfield  Fire  Dist.,  164 
Mass.  450,  28  N.  E.  Rep.  679;  Calkins  v. 
Chandler,  86  Mich.  320,  24  Am.  Rep.  693; 
Rinehart  v.  Bills,  82  Mo.  684,  62  Am.  Rep. 
885;  Long  v.  Towl,  42  Mo.  545.  97  Am. 
Dec.  355;  Plannagan  v.  Kilcome,  58  N.  H. 
448:  Clark  v.  Turnbull,  47  N.  J.  L.  265,  64 
Am.  Rep.  157:  Meyers  v.  Hockenbury,  34 
N.  J.  L.  346-  White  v.  Hoyt,  78  N.  Y.  505; 
Gornily  v.  Gormly,  ISO  Pa.  St.  467.  18  Atl. 
Rep.  727;  Anthony  t.  Boyd,  15  R.  I.  496,  8 
Atl.  Rep.  701;  10  Atl.  Rep.  667;  Bellows  ▼. 
Sowles,  55  Vt.  891, 45  Am.  Rep.  291;  Kome 
V.  Korne,  80  W.  Va.  1, 3S.  E.  Rep.  17;  SncU 
V.  Bray,  56  Wis.  156,  14  N.  W.  Rep.  14. 


136 


CH.  IV.] 


THE  CONSIDERATION. 


§  111 


as  the  forbearing  to  bring  suit,®  though  a  distinction  has 
been  suggested.^^ 

The  promise  of  forbearance  need  not  be  a  promise  of 
absolute  forbearance,  nor  even  of  forbearance  for  a 
definite  time;  where  no  time  is  mentioned,  a  reasonable 
time  will  be  implied.^^ 

§111.     Motive  and  Moral  Obligation. 

Motive  is  not  the  same  as  consideration  nor  does  it 
have  the  legal  effect  of  consideration.  It  has,  however^ 
sometimes  figured  as  consideration  in  the  form  of  a 
moral  obligation  to  repay  benefits  received  in  the  past. 
It  is  clear  that  the  desire  to  repay  or  reward  a  benefac- 
tor is  indistinguishable,  for  our  purposes,  from  a  desire 
on  the  part  of  an  executor  to  carry  out  the  wishes  of  a 
deceased  friend,  or  a  desire  on  the  part  of  a  father  to 
pay  the  debts  of  his  son.  The  mere  satisfaction  of  such 
a  desire,  unaccompanied  by,  any  present  or  future  bene- 
fit accruing  to  the  promisor  or  any  detriment  to  the 
promisee,  can  not  be  regarded  as  of  any  value  in  the 


•  McDolev.  King8ley,]63  111.  488,  46  N. 
E.  Rep.  881;  Molholland  v.  Bartlett,  74  111. 
58;  Price  v.  Atcbiaon  First  Nat.  Bank,  6S 
Kan.  748. 64  Pac.  Rep.  689;  Foster  v.  Metis, 
UMlfls.  77.  80  Am.  Rep.  504:  Grandin  ▼. 
Grandin,  49  N.  J.  L.  606,  9  AU.  Rep.  766, 60 
Am.  Rep.  642;  Rassell  v.  Cook.  8  Hill,  504; 
Good  Fellows  v.  Campbell.  17  R.  I.  408,  S2 
Atl.  Rep.  807;  Bellows  v.  Sowles,  57  Vu 
164,  Se  Am.  Rep.  118;  Hewett  v.  Currier, 
68  Wis.  886,  S8  N.  W.  Rep.  884. 

10  *It  would  seem  that  a  compromise  of 
a  doubtful  claim,  (that  is,  doubtful  as  to 
whether  there  is  any  claim  or  doubtful  as 
to  the  amount  of  the  claim)  should  be  dis- 
tinguished from  a  forbearance  to  sue  upon 
a  claim  of  a  definite  amount.  In  forbear- 
ance the  one  forbearing  simply  postpones 
his  suit;  be  does  not  agree  to  compromise 
on  a  smaller  sum.  In  such  a  case  it  would 
seem  that  he  must  actually  have  a  well- 
founded  claim  to  forbear  or  uie  considera- 
tion is  of  no  yalue.  In  compromise  there 
is  doubt,  followed  by  mutual  concession. 
The  doubt  may  be  as  to  whether  there  is 


any  claim,  and  the  plaintiff  may  agree  to 
take  less  than  the  sum  claimed  and  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  something  where  he  be- 
lieves he  owes  nothing;  or  the  doubt  may 
be  as  to  the  amount  due,  and  an  amount 
somewhere  between  the  two  contended  for 
may  be  agreed  upon."  Anson  Contr.  (8th 
Ed.),  by  Huffcut,  page  99,  note. 

11  Pish  Min.  Co.  v.  Reid,  77  Pac.  Rep. 
a45  (Colo.),  citing  9  Cyc.  844;  Howe  v. 
Taggart,  138  Mass.  284;  King  v.  Upton,  4 
Me.  387, 16  Am.  Dec.  266;  Rood  v.  Tones,  1 
Doug.  (Mich.)  188;  Downing  t.  Funk,  5 
Rawle  69;  Biting  v.  Vanderlyn,  4  Johns. 
287:  Strong  v.  Sheffield.  144  N.  Y.  393,  89 
N.  B.  Rep.  880:  Bowen  v.  Tipton,  64  Md. 
876;  Oldershaw  v.  King,  8  H.  &  N.  517; 
Crearsv.  Hunter,  19Q.  B.  D.  841- Calkins 
V.  Chandler,  86  Mich.  880,  84  Am.  Rep.  598; 
Boyd  T.  Freize,  5  Gray  568;  Underwood  v. 
Hossack,  88  III.  808:  Worcester  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Cheney,  87  III.  60S:  Chiles  v.  Wallace,  88 
Mo.  84;  Ballard  t.  Bniton,  64  Vt.  887,  84 
Atl.  Rep.  769. 
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eye  of  the  law.^  .  .  .  The  topic  belongs  to  the  dis- 
cussion of  past  as  distinguished  from  executed  or  pres- 
ent consideration^  for  past  consideration  is  no  consid- 
eration^ and  what  the  promisor  gets  in  such  a  case  is  the 
satisfaction  of  motives  of  pride  or  gratituda  The  ques- 
tion was  settled  in  Eastwood  v.  Kenyon^  where  Den- 
man,  C.  J.,  said: 

"The  doctrine  would  annihilate  the  necessity  for  any  considera- 
tion at  all.  Inasmuch  as  the  mere  fact  of  giving  a  promise  creates  a 
moral  obligation  to  perform  lt."a 

Therefore  a  promise  by  a  son  to  pay  his  father's 
debts,^  or  by  a  father  to  pay  his  son's,*  or  the  promise 
of  an  executor  based  on  what  he  knew  to  be  the  desire 
of  the  testator,*  or  the  promise  of  a  husband  to  carry 
out  what  he  believed  to  be  the  wishes  of  his  deceased 
wife,*'  or  the  promise  of  a  man  to  a  woman  whom  he 
had  seduced  to  pay  her  a  certain  sum  of  money  in  atone- 
ment for  the  injury,^  are  without  consideration  and  un- 


i  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  2  Q.  B.  851:    Cook    •  83  Ga.  875;  Robinson  v.  Hurst,  78  Md.  99. 

V.  Bradley,  7  Conn.  57;  Mms  v.  Wyman,8  Some  courts  have  held  that  a  moral  obliga- 

Pick.  207;  Strauss  v.  Harrison,  79  Ala.  834;  tion  is  a  ^ood  consideration  when  founded 

Shepherd  v.  Rhodes,   7  R.  I.  470,  84  Am.  on  benehts   previously    received  from  the 

Dec.  578;    Cobb  v.  Cowdry,  40  Vt.  26.  94  promisee.  Goulding  v.  Davidson,  26  N.Y. 

Am.   Dec.    870;    Porterfield  v.  Butler,   47  604;  Boothe  v.  Fitrpatrick,86Vt.  681:Dra- 

Miss.  165,12  Am.  Rep.  829:  Loomisv.New-  ke  v.  Bell.  S5  N.  V.  (Supp.)  945;  Doty  v. 

hall,  16  Pick.  159;  Ehle  v.  Judson,  24  Wend.  Wilson,  14  Johns.  878;    Wolford  v.  Powers, 

97;  Schroeder  v.  Fink,  60  Md.  486;  Turlin-  85  Ind.  394,  44  Am.Rep.l6:  Doyle  v.Reilly, 

ton  V.  Slaughter,  54  Ala.  195;    Gordon  v.  18    la.    108,   86  Am.  Dec.    688;    Viley  v. 

Gordon, 56  N.  H.  170;  Philpot  v.  Gruninarer  Pettit,  96  Ky.  576,  29  S.  W.  Rep.  488;  Glca- 

14  Wall.  570;  Gay  v.  Botts,  13    Bush  lra9:  son  v.  Dyke,  22  Pick.  390;     Chad  wick  v. 

Warren  v.  Whitney,   34    Me.  561,  41  Am.  Knox,  81  N.  H.  226.  64  Am.  Dec.  839.  But 

Dec.  406;  Osier  v.  Hobbs,  88  Ark.  315;  Peek  both  of   these  vievrs   are  contrary   to  the 

V.  Peck,  77  Cal.   106,  19  Pac.  Rep.  227,  11  weight  of  authority. 

^?«  ?^  H^-  ^tik  VJ"*.  1-  ^^^^  ^^^  «  11  Ad.  &  Ell.  488. 

1,  40  Am.  Rep.  279;  Musick  v.  Dodson,  76  .           /-     .     oa 

Mo.  624,  48  Am.  Rep.  780;    Easley  v.  Gor-  «  Anson  Contr.  80. 

don,  51  Mo.  App.  637*  Patton  v.  Ganett,  116  s  McElven  v.  Sloan,  56  Ga.  206;  Cook  v. 

N.  C.  847,  31  S.  E.  Rep.  679:  Canal  Fund  Bradley,  7  Conn.  67, 18  Am.  Dec.  79;    Nix- 

Com'rs  V.  Perry,  6  Ohio  56:    Nine  v.  Starr,  on  v.  Van  Heze,   6  N.  J.  (L.)  491,  8  Am. 

8  Oregr.  49.  In  a  few  early  cases  moral  con-  Dec.  619. 

siderations  were   recognized   (Howley  v.  4  Freeman  v.  Robinson,   38  N.    J.  (L> 

Farrer,  1  Vi.  173;  Glass  v.  Beach.  6  Vt.  173;  3^3,  20  Am.  Rep.  339;    Mills  v.  Wyman,  8 

Clark  V.  Herring,   6  Binn.  88;  Ki^orn   y.  pjck.  207;    Robinson  v.  McAfee,  59  Mich. 

^ir^^'^y\?  J?*7'o^'  \^\P^'  ??'  ^liir  375,  26  N.  W.  Rep.  643. 

child  V.  Bell.  2  Brev.  129,  8  Am.  Dec.  702;  ,'    .  Ji «  r\   o  kqi 

Cardwell  v.  Strother,  Utt.  Sel.  Cas.  4®,  13  *  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  2  Q.  B.  581. 

Am.  Dec.  826;  Scott  V.  Caruth,  9  Yerg.  4I8;  «  Schnell  v.  Neel,  17  Ind.   39,   79    Am. 

Bentley  v.  Morse,  14  Johns.  468),  and  in  one  Dec.  453;  Peek  v.  Peek,  77  Cal.  106, 19  Pac. 

or  two  states  they  are  still    Hblden  v.  Ban-  Rep.  227. 

«s.  140  Pa.  St.  M,  21  Atl.  Rep   286;   Landis  7  Beaumont  v.  Reeve,  8  Q.  B.  488. 

V.  Rogers,  69  Pa   St.  96;  re  Sharpless,  140  ^ 

Pa.  St.  68,  21  Atl.  Rep.  239;  Gray  v.  Hamill, 
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enforceable.  So  w^ere  services  are  rendered  to  one 
person  by  another  without  his  knowledge  or  request,  or 
without  any  expectation  of  receiving  compensation  for 
them,  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay  for  them  is  without 
consideration.® 

Promises  to  pay  debts  barred  by  some  law  not  aflfect- 
ing  the  real  right,  as  debts  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  debts  incurred  by  infants,  debts  of  bank- 
ruptcy, are  sometimes  classed  as  exceptions  to  the  above 
rula  But  they  properly  fall  under  the  head  of  past 
consideration.* 


§112.    Past  Consideration. 

A  past  consideration  will  not  support  a  promise  for 
it  confers  no  benefit  on  the  ^promisor,  and  involves  no 
detriment  to  the  promisee  in  respect  of  his  promise.^  A 
past  consideration  is  some  act  or  forbearance  in  time 
past  by  which  a  man  has  benefited  without  thereby  in- 
curring any  legal  liability.  If  afterwards,  whether  from 
good  feeling  or  interested  motives,  he  makes  a  prom- 
ise to  the  person  by  whose  act  or  forbearance  he  has 
benefited,  and  that  promise  is  made  upon  no  other  con- 
sideration than  the  past  benefit,  it  is  gratuitous  and 
can  not  be  enforced;  it  is  based  upon  motive  and  not 
upon  consideration.^ 


B  Allen  V.  Bryton,  67  la.  601, 55  Am.  Rep. 
358:  Oaier  v.  Hobbs.  88  Ark.  216:  Bartholo- 
mew  ▼.  JacksoOf  90  Johns.  28,  11  Am.  Dec. 
287. 

•  See  post,  §  112. 

I  Ante,  §  96. 

>Roscorla  v.  Thomas, SO.  B.384;  Bulkley 
v.  Landon,  SiConn.  104;  Boston  v.  Dodge, 
1  Blackf.  19. 12  Am.  Dec.  206;  Comstock  v. 
Smith,  7  Johns.  87- Shepherd  ▼.  Young,  8 
Grav  168,  09  Am.  Dec.  342;  Chamberlin  t. 
Whitford,  102  Mass.  450;  Allen  t.  Bryson. 
^  la.  601. 26  N.  W.  Rep.  820;  Carnithers  v. 
Mc  Murry,  76  la.  IM,  89  N.  W.  Rep.  255; 


Carson  v.  Clark,  2  111.  118,  25  Am.  Dec.  79; 
Woodburn  ▼.  Renshaw,  82  Mo.  197;  Holland 
v.Bftrnes,  58  Ala.88,  25  Am.Rep.  596;  Lever- 
one  v..Hildreth,  80  Cal.  139.  22  Pac.  Rep.  72; 
Dwelle  V.  Dwelle,  1  Kan.  (App.)  478, 40  Pac. 
Rep.  825:  Aultman  ▼.  Kennedy.  88  Minn, 
839.  28  N.  W.  Rep.  528;  State  v.  Hauser,  SS 
N.  J.  (L.)  125.  18  Atl.  Rep.  775;  Bailey  v. 
Ruties,  86  N.  C.  516;  Sbepard  v.  Rhodes.  7 
R.  1.  470,  84  Am.  Dec.  376;  Moorehouse  v. 
Comstock,  45  Wis.  026;  Davis  v.  Anderson, 
99  Va.  620.  89  S.E.  Rep.688;|Gerow  v.Riffe, 
29  W.  Va.  462, 2  S.  B.  Rep.  104;  Thom- 
son V.  Thomson,  78  N.  Y.  (Supp.)  289. 
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To  this  rule  there  are  said  to  be  several  exceptions  as 
follows : 

(a)  Where  the  consideration  was  given  at  the  request 
of  the  promisor.  This  exception  is  supposed  to  have 
been  first  made  in  Lampleigh  v,  Brathwait,^  decided  in 
1615,  where  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  for  £100 
which  the  latter  had  promised  to  pay  him  for  journeys 
and  services  he  had  rendered  at  his  request.  The  court 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  saying : 

"It  was  agreed  that  a  mere  voluntary  courtesy  will  not  have  a 
consideration  to  uphold  an  assumpsit.  But  if  that  courtesy  was 
moved  by  a  suit  or  request  of  the  party  that  gives  the  assumpsit, 
it  will  bind;  for  the  promise  though  it  follows  yet  it  is  not  naked 
but  couples  Itself  with  the  suit  before  and  the  merits  of  the  party 
procured  by  that  suit,  which  is  the  difference." 

But  it  is  pointed  out  by  an  English  writer  of  author- 
ity* that  this  case  did  not  decide  that  where  the  consid- 
eration was  given  at  the  request  of  the  promisor  the 
subsequent  promise  is  supported  by  it,  aii<J  a  modern 
English  case  states  the  present  law  of  England  on  the 
subject  thus: 

"It  was  assumed  that  the  Journeys  which  the  plaintiff  performed 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant  and  the  other  services  he  rendered 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  make  any  promise  binding  if  it  had 
been  connected  therewith  in  one  contract;  the  peculiarity  of  the 
decision  lies  in  connecting  a  subsequent  promise  with  a  prior  con- 
sideration after  it  had  been  executed.  Probably  at  the  present  day, 
such  service  on  such  a  request  would  have  raised  a  promise  by  Im- 
plication to  pay  what  it  was  worth;  and  the  subsequent  promise  of 
a  sum  certain  would  have  been  evidence  for  the  jury  to  fix  the 
amount"* 

This  also  represents  the  American  rule  at  the  present 
day®  except  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the  anomalous 

3  Hob.  105;  1  Smith  L.  Cas.  141.  See  Bradford  v.  Roulston,  8  Jr.    C.  L.   46, 

4An8onConir.   p.    98;  Wilkinson  v.  Oli-  jn  Irish  case  criticised  by  Anson,  Contr.  p. 

veria,  1  Bing.  N.  Gas.  490, 1  Scoit  4«1;  in  re  °^- 

Casey,  (1892)  1  Ch.  104,61  L.  J.  Ch.61;  Ken-  ^Kennedy  v.  Broun,  18  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  6T7~ 

nedv  ▼.  Broun,  13C.B.  N.  S,  677:  Elderton  e  Hicks  v.  Burhaus,  10  Johns.  242;  Wilson 

n  ^^VS*  t  &  5'r^^?i.?;^*  \\  S"2°?(J.?       ^-  Edmonds,  24  N.  H .  617.  ^ 

D.  &  L.  291,  7  M.  &  G.  807, 8  Scott  N.  R.  495. 
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doctrine  of  moral  consideration  is  adopted/  The  court 
in  such  cases  allows  the  jury  to  imply  a  previous  re- 
quest from  the  fact  that  the  service  was  beneficial  to 
the  promisor,  when  there  is  no  evidence  expressly  nega- 
tiving the  request.®  But  if  no  promise  could  be  implied 
from  the  request,  as  where  the  services  were  understood 
to  be  gratuitous,  then  a  subsequent  express  promise  is 
without  consideration.®  And  if  the  express  promise  is 
different  from  what  the  law  would  have  implied  it  is 
not  enforceable.^^ 

(b)  If  a  person  incurs  a  legal  liability  at  the  request 
of  another,  such  liability  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  a  promise  by  one  at  whose  request  it  is  in- 
curred.^ ^ 

(c)  A  pre-existing  liability  is  a  good  consideration 
for  a  new  promise.^^  Therefore  where  a  debtor  gives  ad- 
ditional security  as  a  mortgage  or  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment or  the  like  to  his  creditor,  or  a  principal  to  his 
surety,  on  a  pre-existing  debt,  without  any  new  consid- 
erati(tn,  there  is  a  sufficient  consideration,  for  as  said  in 
one  case : 

"No  case  can  be  found  in  which  a  man's  own  debt  has  been  ruled 
to  be  an  insufficient  consideration  between  him  and  his  creditor,  for 
a  mortgage  or  other  security  receiyed  by  the  latter  from  the  debtor."" 

7  See  ante*  §  111.  ick  v.  Giddinj?,  1  Mackey  (D.  C.)  894;  Kaye 

•O'  Connor  v.  Bcckwith,  41  Mich.  667,  8  2.  Dutton,  2D  A  L.  291,  7  M.  &  G.  807,  8 

N.  W.  Rep.  168:  Wilson  v.  Edmonds,  24  N.  2S>"  J.  R.  49^Brown  v.  Crump,  1  Marsh 

H.  617;  Hatch  y.  Purccll,  81  N.  H.  544-  Mil-  «»'  »  Taunt.  300. 

liken  ▼.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  110  N.  Y.  n  Mound  City  Land,  etc.,  Assoc,  v.  Sla- 

408,       18     N.      B.     Rep.     251:     David-  uson,  65  Cal.  425, 4  Pac.  Rep.  806;  Callahan 

son   ▼.  Westchester  Gas  Light  Co.,  99  N.  v.  Linthicum,  48  Md.  97.  20  Am.  Rep,  108; 

Y.  568, 2  N.  B.  Rep.  892;  Paul  v.  Stackhouse,  Sktdmore  v.  Bradford,  L.  R.  8  Bq.  184. 

S  ^- J'-Jf®i^"''T2?*'fM  ^'  ^y^^*\^  ^!2i  *  •  B»"«y  V.  Bussing,  29  Conn.  1 ;  Duncan 

%^Ii;  Yv^^P^  107;  Tils.>n  v.  Gilbert,  28  ^.  Miller,  ^4  Iowa  22STa)  N.  W.  ^ep.  161; 

Wis.  887,  7  Am.  Rep.  100.  Bates  v.  Churchill,  32  Me.  81;  Gold  Medal 

•  Osier  v.  Hobbs,  38  Ark.  218;  Allen  v.  Sewing  Mac.  Co.  v.  Harris.  124  Mass.  206; 
Bryson,  87  la.  501,  25  N.  W.  Rep.  820,  66     '  Skilling  v.    Bollman,  78  Mo.   666,  89  Am. 

Am.  Rep.  866*  Moore  v.  Elmer,  iSO  Mass.  Rep.  687;  Haseltine  v.  Guild,  11  N.  H.  890; 

15,81  N.  B.  Rep.  350;  Bond  v.  Corbett,  2  Warner  v.  Booge,  15  Johns.  238:  Williams 

Minn.  248:  Gardner  v.  Schooley,  25  N.  J.  ▼.  Silliman,  74  Tex.  OM,  12  S.  W.  Rep.  534; 

Bq.  150;  Bartholomew  t.  Jackson,  20  Johns  Davisson  v.  Ford,  23  W.  Va.  617;  Paine  ▼. 

28, 11  Am.  Dec.  237.  Benton.  82  Wis.  491. 

1     o  Bailey  t.  Bussing,  29  Conn.  1;  Merr-  ^  ^Turner  v.  McFee,  61  Ala.  468. 
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(d)  It  is  laid  down  in  a  number  of  cases  that  where 
a  person  without  authority  voluntarily  does  something 
w^hich  another  was  legally  bound  to  do,  and  the  latter 
subsequently  promises  to  recompense  him  therefor,  he 
will  be  bound  by  his  promise."  This  view,  however, 
has  been  justly  criticised.^*^  The  correct  principle 
on  which  such  liability  is  founded  is  that  where  A  ren- 
ders services  or  pays  money  for  B  without  any  request 
or  authority  from  B,  B  may  afterward  ratify  A^s  act  and 
by  the  law  of  agency^®  B's  ratification  is  equivalent  to 
a  previous  request  to  A  to  perform  the  service  or  pay 
the  money."  The  defendant's  liability  then  must  de- 
pend on  the  fact  that  the  acts  were  done  on  his  behalf 
and  not  on  the  fact  that  he  was  legally  bound  to  do 
them.^^ 

(e)  Where  a  promise  for  a  valuable  consideration 
can  not  be  enforced  against  the  will  of  the  promisor,  by 
reason  of  some  rule  or  provision  of  law  meant  for  his 
advantage,  he  may,  subsequently,  if  of  full  capacity  to 
contract,  renounce  the  benefit  of  such  rule  or  provision 
by  renewing  his  original  promise.^*^  A  promise  by  a 
person  of  full  age  to  pay  a  debt  contracted  during  his 
minority  is  binding  though  made  on  no  new  considera- 
tion.*^ So  is  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,*^  or  after  a  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy.**    It  is  said  in  an  English  case: 


i4Gleason  v.  Dyke,  92  Pick.  890,898; 
Doty  V.  Wilson,  14  Johns.  378,  382;  Has- 
singer  v.  Solms,  6  S.  &  R.  4,  8;  Seymour  v. 
Marlboro,  40  Vl.  171 ;  Booth  v.  Fitzpatrick, 
36  Vt.  681. 

I  sHarriman  Contr.,  §  140;  Anson  Contr., 
102. 

i«See  post,  §171. 

i7Gleason  v.  Dyke,  22  Pick.  390;  Doty  v. 
Wilson,  !4  Johns.  878.  A  few  American 
cases  appear  to  enforce  the  liability  on  the 
ground  of  quasi-contract,  that  is,  on  the 
irround  that  the  defendant  has  been  en- 
riched at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiff  and 
oufi^ht  to  repay.  See  Curtis  v.  Parks,  56 
Cal.  106. 

1  sHarriman  Contr.,  §  140,  citing  Doty  v. 
Wilson,  supra:  Gleason  v.  Dyke,  supra. 

»»Womach  v.  Womach,  8  Tex.  397,58 
Am.  Dec.  119;  Shepard  t.  Rofs^ers,  7  R.  I. 

142 


470,  84  Am.  Dec.  573:  Erwin  v.  Saunders,  1 
Cow.  249,  13  Am.  Dec.  520:  Shippey  v. 
Henderson.  14  Johns,  178,  7  Am.  Dec.  468; 
Warren  v.  Whitney,  24  Me.  561,  41  Am. 
Dec.  406;  Parker  v.  Owen.  1  Heisk.  518. 

2  0 Williams  V.  Moor,  11  M.  &  W.  256; 
Reed  v.  Batchelder,  1  Mete.  669;  Stem  v. 
Freeman,  4  Met.  (Ky.)  309. 

«i Keener  v.  Crull.  19  111.  189;  Carroll  v. 
Forsyth.  69  111.  127:  Illsley  v.  Jewltt,  8 
Mete.  439;  Weston  v.  Hodgkins,  186  Mass. 
326;  Pittman  v.  Elder,  76  Ga.371;  Emmons 
V.  Overton,  18  B.  Mon.  043;  Giddtngsv. 
Giddings,  61  Vt.  227.  81  Am.  Rep.  682; 
Walker  v.  Henry,  36  W.  Va.  100,  14  S.  E. 
Rep.  440;  Pritchard  v.  Howell,  1  Wis.  131, 
60  Am.  Dec.  363. 

s<St.  John  ▼.  Stephenson,  90  111.  82;  Katz 
▼.  Moessinger,  110  111.  372;  Allen  v.  Fergu- 
son, 18  Wall.  1;  Dusenbury  v.  Hoyt,  53  N. 
Y.  521,  18  Am.  Rep.  543;    Edwards  v.  Ncl- 
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"Where  the  cohsideration  was  originally  beneficial  to  the  party 
promising,  yet  if  he  be  protected  from  liability  by  some  provision 
of  the  statute  or  common  law,  meant  for  his  advantage,  he  may  re- 
nounce the  benefit  of  that  law;  and  if  he  promises  to  pay  the  debt» 
which  is  only  what  an  honest  man  ought  to  do,  he  is  then  bound 
by  the  law  to  perform  it."" 


The  true  theory,  however,  of  promises  of  this  kind  is 
that  they  do  not  create  new  contracts  but  that  they  are 
merely  waivers  of  a  personal  defence  against  existing 
contracts.  Hence  the  action  is  properly  brought  on  the 
original  promise,^*  unless  the  subsequent  promise  is  in 
the  form  of  a  negotiable  instrument,^*^  and  the  new 
promise  simply  operates  as  a  waiver  by  the  promisor  of 
a  defense  which  the  law  gives  him  against  an  action  on 
the  old  promise.^*  Therefore  this  exception  applies 
only  where  the  former  right  of  action  has  been  extin- 
guished by  the  act  of  the  law  and  not  where  it  is  extin- 
guished by  the  act  of  the  parties  f^  and  so  if  a  creditor 
should  voluntarily  release  his  debtor  from  a  debt,  a  sub- 
sequent promise  by  the  debtor  to  pay  the  debt  would  be 
unenforceable.^® 


son,  51  Mich.  121, 16  N.  W.  Rep.  261;  Wis- 
lizenus  v.  O*  Fallon,  91  Mo.  184,  3  S.  W. 
Req.847. 

*  3  Parke,  B.,  in  Earle  v.  Oliver,  2  Ex.  90. 

Married  Women. 
A  married  woman's  promise  beinr  void 
and  not  like  an  infant's,  merely  voidable,  it 
is  held  in  most  of  the  states  (except  where 
a  moral  consideration  will  support  a  prom- 
ise) that  a  promise  made  by  a  woman  after 
the  marriaige  is  dissolved  to  pay  debts 
made  durinf^  coverture  is  not  binding  on 
her.  Musick  v.  Dodson,  76  Mo.  624.  43  Am. 
Rep.  780. 

Aotecedent  IlUi^al  Agreement. 
In  Plight  V.  Reed,  1  H.  &  C.  708,  bills  of 
exchanf^e  were  given  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff  to  secure  the  repayment  of 
money  lent  at  usurious  interest  while  the 
usury  laws  were  in  force.  The  bills  were 
by  those  laws  rendered  void  as  between 
plainti£f  and  defendant.  After  the  repeal 
of  d^e  usury  laws  the  defendant  renewed 
the  bills,  the  consideration  for  renewal  be- 
ing the  past  loan,  and  it  was  held  that  he 


was  liable  upon  them.  This  case  must  be 
considered  as  based  on  the  idea  that  usury 
laws  are  merely  for  the  protection  of  the 
debtor  who  may  renounce  the  benefit  of 
them—- for  it  is  a  well-established  principle 
that  the  repeal  of  a  statute  which  makes  a 
contract  void  does  not  validate  a  contract 
entered  into  while  the  statute  waslin  force. 
Ludlow  V.  Hardy,  38  Mich.  690. 

<  4  See  post,  §  163.    Infants. 

asParkerv.  Cowan,  1_  Heisk.  518;  Wis- 
lizenus  v.  O'Fallon,  91  Mo.  184,  3  S.  W. 
Rep.  887. 

2  0 Hunt  V.  Massey,  6  B.  &  Ad.  902;  Way 
v.  Spcrry,  6  Gush.  238.  241;  Shippey  v. 
Henderson,  14  Johns.  178;  Beiton  v.  Cutts, 
11  N.  H.  ITO;  Norton  v.  Colby,  52  III.  198; 
Marshall  v.  Tracy,  74  111.  379:  Yaw  v.  Kerr. 
47  Pa.  St.  883:  Shepard  v.  Rhodes,  7  R.  I. 
740;  lUsley  v.  Jewett.  3  Met.  439. 

*7Shepard  v.  Rhodes,  7  R.  I.  470,  84  Am. 
Dec.  871 :  Stafford  v.  Bacon,  I  Hill.  352, 37 
Am.  Dec.  366. 

2  s  Valentine  v.  Foster,  1  Mete.  620. 
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§113.     Consideration  Obtained  by  Fraud  or  Duress, 

m 

Where  by  fraud  or  duress  a  person  has  ob- 
tained a  benefit,  he  can  not  set  up  this  to  show  that 
he  had  made  no  previous  request^  Thus  where  a 
man  fraudulently  representing  himself  to  be  the 
owner  of  land  induced  another  to  labor  on  it  in  ex- 
pectation of  becoming  a  joint  owner,  it  was  held  that 
the  latter  on  discovering  the  fraud,  might  sue  for  and 
recover  the  value  of  his  services.^  And  founded  on 
this  principle  are  two  Missouri  cases  in  one  where  a 
woman  having  discovered  that  her  husband  was  al- 
ready married  was  permitted  to  recover  the  value  of  her 
services  while  living  with  him,^  in  another  where  a 
n^ro  girl  born  and  raised  a  slave  having  been  kept  by 
her  master  for  years  in  utter  ignorance  of  her  emanci- 
pation and  her  right  to  her  own  labor,  and  worked  for 
him  believing  she  was  obliged  to  and  without  any  in- 
tention of  asking  for  pay,  was  held  entitled  to  recover 
for  her  services  during  these  years.* 

§114.     Failure  of  Consideration. 

Strictly  speaking,  as  has  been  well  pointed  out,  there 
can  be  no  such  thing  as  a  failure  of  consideration.  The 
promisor  either  receives  the  consideration  he  has  bar- 
gained for  or  he  does  not.  If  he  does  not,  then  there  is 
no  enforceable  agreement,  for  there  is  no  consideration ; 
and  if  he  does  receive  the  consideration  how  can  it  after- 
ward fail?    It  mav  become  less  valuable  or  of  no  value 


i Peter  v.  Steel,  S  Yeatea  S50;  Tarrott  v.  Martin,  8  Mart.  (La.)  94.     But  see  Contra 

tarrott.  8  Gilm.  30;    Black   ▼.    Meaux,  4  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  147  Mass.  370,  17  N.  E. 

)ana.  188;  Patterson  v:  Crawford,  12  Ind.  Rep.  892;  criticised  by  Keener  (Quasi  Con- 

S41-  Kinney  v.  Cook,  4  111.  288;  Boardman  tracts,  p.  388):  Re  Payne,  65  Conn.  897,  82 

T.  Ward,  40  Minn.  899, 12  Am.  St.  Rep.  749.  Atl.  Rep.  948. 

*  Richard  v.  Stanton.  16  Wend.  25.  «Hickam  v.  Hickam,  46  Mo.  (App.)  496. 

9HigginB  V.  Breen,  9  Mo.  497;  Foxy. 
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at  all,  but  that  does  not  affect  the  agreement.^  Where 
a  note  sold  afterwards  becomes  of  no  value,*  stock 
purchased  becomes  worthless,*  a  patent  becomes  worth- 
less because  of  improvements,*  or  a  house  rented  for  a 
term  is  destroyed  before  the  end  of  the  term,*  the  agree- 
ment is  not  affected.  Failure  of  consideration  is  m 
fact  simply  want  of  consideration.*  It  is  laid  down, 
however,  in  a  number  of  cases  that  when  the  consider- 
ation for  a  promise  wholly  fails  the  promise  is  without 
consideration  and  unenforceable.''  This  simply  means 
that  in  a  contract  with  an  executory  consideration,  the 
execution  of  the  consideration  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  liability  on  the  promise,  and  the  failure  to  exe- 
cute the  consideration  discharges  the  promisor. 

When  there  is  a  failure  of  a  part  of  a  lawful  consid- 
eration the  part  which  failed  is  simply  a  nullity  and 
imparts  no  taint  to  the  residue,  if  there  is  a  substantial 
consideration  left  it  will  still  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
contract.®  A  partial  failure  of  consideration  has  been 
held  in  some  cases  a  defense  pro  ta/ivto.^ 


i  Blackman  v.  Dowlinff.  68  Ala.  804;  Dan- 
id  V.  Tarver.  70  Ga.  803;  Smock  v.  Pierson, 
68  Ind.  405,  34  Am.  Rep.  369;  Smith  v.  Go- 
wer,  2  Duv.  17;  Varncy  v.  Bradford,  86  Me. 
510,  30  Atl.  Rep.  115;  Byrne  v.  Cummings, 
41  Mias.  19S:  Jones  v.  Waterworks  Co.,  66 
Mo.  (App.)  3^:  Kerchner  v.  Gettys,  18  S. 
C.  681;  Topp  V.White,  12  Heisk.  166;  Perry 
V.  Buckman,  83  Vt.  7. 

s  Rice  ▼.  Grange,  131  N.  Y.  149,  30  N.  E. 
Rep.  46. 

>  Gore  V.  Mason,  18  Me  84. 

«  Harmon  y.  Bird,  22  Wend.  113. 

s  Diamond  v.  Harris,  38 Tex.  684;  O*  Neil 
V.  Flanagan,  64  Mo.  (App.)  88. 

•  Harriman,  Contr.  287. 

t  Sorrells  v.  Mc  Henry,  88  Ark.  127;  Mor- 
row ▼.  Hanson,  9  Ga.  896,  54  Am.  Dec.  346; 
Jones  v.Buflum,  50  111.277' Jeffries  v.  Lamb, 
;8  Ind.  202;  Snyder  v.  Kurtz,  61  la.  598, 


IG  N.  W.  722'  Simpson  Centenary  College 
V.  Bryan,  50  la.  298;  Thompson  t.  Wheeler, 
etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  39  Kan.  476;  Hopkins  v.  Hin- 
kley,  61  Md.  584;  Hodgkins  ▼.  Moulton,100 
Mass.  809;  Gibson  v.  Pelkie.  87  Mich.  380; 
Brown  v.  Weldon,  99  Mo.  564,  13  S.  W. 
Rep.  342;  Hacker  v.  Brown,  81  Mo.  68;  Hou- 
se V.  Kendall,  55  Tex.  40. 

8  Deshe  v.  Robinson,  17  Ark.  228:   Hod- 

fbon  V.  Golder,  75  Me.  293;  Gilmore  v.  Ai- 
en.  118  Mass.  94;  Wesleyan  Seminary  t. 
Fisher,  4  Mich.  diS;  Cotton  v.  Mc  Kensie, 
57  Miss.  418;  Wilson  v.  Crosnoe,  58  Mo.  App. 
241;  Allen  v.  U.  S.  Bank,  20  N.  J.  L.  620; 
Payne  v.  Ladue.  1  HillllG;  Tohnstonv.  Sm- 
ith, 86  N.  C.  498;  Burton  t.  Schemerhorn,  21 
Vi.  289. 

•  Folsom  V.  Mussey,  8  Me.  400,  28  Am. 
Dec.  522:  Marston  v.  Sweet,  66  N.  Y.  206, 
23  Am.  Rep.  43;  Smith  v.  Busby,  15  Mo.  887, 
57  Am.  Dec.  207. 
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198.  Agent  May  Bind  Himself  Personally. 

194.  Ltlability  of  Agent  Who  C:k)ntract8  Without  Authority. 

(c)  Rights  and  lAdbilitiea  of  Parties  Where 
Principal  Not  Named, 

195.  Liability  When  Principal  Unnamed  but  Agency    Dis- 

closed. 
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§115.     Introductory. 

Having  examined  the  methods  by  which  a  contract 
may  be  formed  we  pass  now  to  the  question  as  to  its. 
binding  nature  in  view  of  the  parties  who  have  entered 
into  it,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  or  not 
they  were  l^ally  capable  of  contracting.  And  it  will 
be  found  that  the  following  are  under  a  greater  or  less 
disability  in  this  respect,  viz. :  (A)  The  State  or  Gov- 
ernment; (B)  Aliens;  (C)  Convicts;  (D)  Corpora- 
tions (E)  Infants;  (F)  Married  Women;  (G)  Insane 
Persons;  (H)  Drunkards,  and  (I)  Agents. 

A. 

THE  STATE  OE  GOVERNMENT. 

§116.    Power  of  State  to  Contract. 

The  power  of  the  United  States  government  and  the 
governments  of  the  several  States  to  make  contracts  is 
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"an  incident  to  the  general  right  of  sovereignty,"^  and 
this  capacity  to  contract  is  coextensive  with  the  func- 
tions of  the  State  or  government.*  The  power  is  absent 
where  it  is  in  opposition  to  an  express  constitutional 
limitation  or  inhibition  or  where  it  is  beyond  the  sphere 
and  not  in  furtherance  of  the  objects  for  which  the  gov- 
ernment was  organized,  and  when  a  State  enters  into  a 
contract  it  can  claim  no  exemption  from  the  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  contracts  between  individuals.*  But  the 
State  is  not  bound  by  general  words  in  a  statute  which 
invade  its  prerogative  of  sovereignty.*  Thus,  unless  it 
is  expressly  named,  neither  the  general  government  nor 
a  State  is  bound  by  a  statute  of  limitation  or  bank- 
ruptcy,* nor  by  a  statute  restricting  the  manner  in 
which  certain  suits  should  be  brought.* 

§117.    May  Sue  on  its  Contracts. 

The  State  or  government  has  the  same  power  of 
bringing  and  maintaining  suits  as  an  individual  haa^ 
A  State  may  sue  in  -its  own  courts  or  in  the  courts  of 
another  State  or  in  the  Federal  courts  and  the  national 
government  may  sue  in  the  State  courts.*  A  public 
oflBicer  can  not  sue  on  a  public  contract  made  by  him ; 
the  action  must  be  brought  by  his  principal,  the  govern- 
ment.* 


1  U.  S.  V.  Lane,  S  Mcl-ean  365;  U.  S.  v. 
Tinffcy,  5  Pet.  114;  Floyd  Acceptances,  7 

«  U.  S  V.  Maurice,  3  Brock.  96;  U.  S.  v. 
Lane,  8  McLean,  865;  Danolds  ▼.  State,  89 
N.  Y.  86,  42  Am.  Rep.  2r?. 

3  Patton  ▼.  Gilmer,  42  Ala.  548,  94  Am. 
Dec.  666. 

4  Commonwealth  v.  Baldwin,  1  Watts, 
54;  U.  S.  V.  Hoar,  8  Mason,  811;  Swearinfir. 
en  V.  U.  S.  11  G.  A  J.  873;  Savings  Bank 
V.  U.  S.,  19  WalL  879. 

s  People  V.  Herkimer,  4  Cow.  548, 15  Am. 
Dec.  879. 


•  Savings  Bank  ▼.  U.  S.,  19  Wall.  887. 

1  U.  S.  V. Barker,  1  Paine,  186;  Sute  v. 
Grant,  10  Minn.  89;  Spencer  v.  Brockway, 
1  Ohio,  188, 18  Am.  Dec.  869;  People  v.  St. 
Lonis,  6  Gilm.  851,  48  Am.  Dec.  877:  U.  S. 
V.  Mardock,  18  La.  346.  89  Am.  Dec.  661; 
State  V.  Burkholder,  80  W.  Va.  693,  5  S.  E. 
Rep.  439;  U.  S.  v.  Holmes,  106  Fed.  Rep. 
41. 

s  Cases  in  last  note. 

3  Gray  v.  Paxton,  Quincy,  541;  Irish  v. 
Webster,  6  Me.  171. 


150 


CH.  v.] 


THE  PABTIES. 


§119 


§118.    But  Can  not  be  Sued. 

But  neither  the  United  States^  nor  a  State^  may  be 
sued.  This  is  a  privilege  of  sovereignty  originally  be- 
longing to  the  king  who,  for  reasons  of  public  policy, 
was  exempted  from  being  made  a  defendant  in  his 
courts.  But  the  State  or  government  may  consent  to 
the  suit  by  waiving  its  exemption®  op  may  grant  permis- 
won  by  some  statutory  or  constitutional  provision.* 


"The  only  remedy  for  a  party  who  has  entered  into  a  contract 
with  a  State  Is  by  an  appeal  to  the  legislature,  who  it  Is  fair  to 
presume  will  from  motives  of  public  duty  make  provision  for  its 
full  execution  and  do  ample  justice  to  the  party  with  whom  it  may 
have  contracted;  or  else  refer  the  case  to  the  decision  and  judgment 
of  the  judiciary  by  a  special  legislative  enactment"" 

§119.    Public  Officers  and  Agents. 

The  government,  of  course,  contracts  through  its  offi- 
cers and  agents.  When  the  form  of  contracting  is  pre- 
scribed by  law  these  agents  must  make  the  contract  in 
that  form.^  The  rule  that  an  agent  may  bind  his  prin- 
cipal by  acts  in  violation  of  his  special  instructions,  if 
they  are  within  the  scope  of  his  general  authority,  does 
not  apply  to  public  officers,  because  their  powers  are  a 
matter  of  record  in  the  public  laws.^     Therefore  the 


lU.  S.  V.  Clarke,  8 Pet.  436;  U.  S..v. 
Mnrdock,  18  La.  706,  89  Am.  Dec.  651; 
TbeSiren,  7Wall.  1S8;  Orleans  Nay.  Co. 
V.  The  Amelia,  T  Mart,  600,  18  Am.  Dec. 
016. 

sHufuaker  ▼.  Borden,  6  Cal.  888,  68  Am. 
Dec.  180;  Pattison  ▼.  Shaw,  6  Ind.  877; 
Michigan  Bk.  t.  Hammond,  1  Dour.  637; 
Michigan  Bk.  v.  Hastings.  1  Doug.  886: 
Tro7,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Commonwealth,  127 
Mass.  43;  Treasurers  v.  Cleary,  8  Rich. 
878. 

'Cohens  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat,  814;  Garr 
▼.  Bright,  1  Barb.  Ch.  167;  Sinking  Fund 
Commrs.  ▼.  Northern  Bk.,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  174. 

« Divine  v.  Harvie,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  480,  18 
Am.  Dec.  104.  For  example,  a  remedy  in 
certain  cases  against  the  United  States  has 
been  given  by  the  establishment  of   the 


court  of  claims.  Nicholl  v.  U.  S.,  7  Wall. 
188;  Finn  v.  U.  S.,  128  U.  S.  827;  U.  S.  v. 
Cummings,  180  U.  S.  162.  And  in  many 
of  the  states  provision  is  made  whereby 
the  State  is  amenable  to  some  judicial 
tribunal  at  the  instance  of  its  citizens. 
Wesson  v.  Com.,  144  Mass.  00.  10  N.  B. 
Rep.  768;  Green  v.  Slate,  78  Cal,  89,  11 
Pac.  Rep.  608;  Board  of  Education  v.  State 
Board,  106  N.  C.  81. 10  S.    B.    Rep.   1008. 

'Michigan  State  Bank  v.  Hastings,  1 
Doug.  (Mich.)  886,  41  Am.  Dec.  649. 

1  People  V.  Talmage,  6  Cal.  266;  Delafield 
v.  Illinois,  2  Hill,  169:  Mayor  of  Baltimore 
V.  Reynolds,  20  Md.  1,  88  Am.  Deo.  635; 
State  V.  Little  Rock,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  81  Ark. 
701;  Clark  v.  V.  S.,  96  U.  S.  689. 

2  Mayor  of  Baltimore  v.  Reynolds,  89 
Md.  I.  83  Am.  Dec.  536. 
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government  even  where  it  waives  its  privilege  is  bound 
only  when  the  officer  is  actually  authorized  to  make  the 
contract.*  A  public  officer,  unlike  a  private  agent/  is 
not  personally  liable  on  a  contract  made  in  his  own 
name,  for  it  is  "not  to  be  presumed  that  the  party  deal- 
ing with  such  public  officer,  means  to  rely  upon  his  in- 
dividual responsibility."* 


§120.  Foreign  Governments  and  Their  Representatives. 

The  same  rules  substantially  which  apply  to  a  govern- 
ment in  its  own  courts,  apply  to  it  in  foreign  courts. 
Foreign  States  and  sovereigns  and  their  representatives 
are  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  an- 
other country  unless  they  submit  themselves  to  it.  A 
contract  entered  into  with  such  persons  can  not  there- 
fore be  enforced  against  them  unless  they  so  choose,  al- 
though they  are  capable  of  enforcing  it^  In  Mighell  v. 
Sultam,  of  Jahore^  the  sovaceign  of  a  petty  Indian  State 
had  made  in  England  a  promise  of  marriage  and  was 
sued  on  it  in  an  English  court  But  it  was  held  that 
the  action  would  not  lie.  Wills,  J.,  saying : 

*'This  case  must  be  decided  upon  exactly  the  same  considerations 
as  if  the  ruler  of  some  undoubted  great  Power— such  as  the  King  of 
Italy,  or  the  President  of  the  French  Republic — had  been  sued  in  the 
courts  of  this  country.  To  begin  with,  there  is  no  precedent  for 
saying  that  an  independent  Bovereign  ruler  can  be  sued  in  our 
courts.  On  the  contrary,  the  proposition  is  opposed  to  every  princi- 
ple of  international  law  as  applied  to  the  ];)er8ons  of  sovereigns  or 


3  Wood  ward  v.  Campbell,  39  Ark.  360; 
State  V.  Bevers,  86  N.  C.  688;  Lee  v.  Mun- 
ro  7  Cranch,  366.  The  Floyd  Ac- 
cepunces.  7  Wall.  666:  State  v.  Haves,  62 
Mo.  678;  Noble  v.  U.  S.,  11  Ct.  of  CI.    608. 

4 See  post;  Agents. 

»Pine  V.  Huber  Manfg.  Co.,  83  Ind.  121; 
Hodgson  ▼.  Dexter,  1  Cranch,  846;  Walker 
V.  Swartwout,  12  Johns.  444;  Osborne  v. 
Kerr,  12  Wend.  179;  Hodges  v.  Runsran, 
80  Mo.  491;  Brazelton  v.CoIyar,  2  Baxt.234; 
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Savage  v.  Glbbs,  4  Gray,  601:  Rathbone  v 
Budlong,  16  Johns.  1;  Bronson  v.  Wolsey, 
17  Johns.  46;  Belknap  v.  Reinhart,  2  Wend. 
876. 

1  Hullet  V.  King  of  Spain,  1  D.  &  C.  175; 
Taylor  v.  Best,  l4  C.  B.  487;  King  of  Spain 
V.  Oliver,  1  Pet.  C.  C.  276;  Republic  of 
Mexico  V.  Anangors,  11  How.  Pr.  1;  Tag- 
art  V.  State,  15  Mo.  209;  King  of  Prussia  v. 
Knepper,  22  Mo.  550. 

21  Q.  B.  149  (1904). 
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those  who  represent  them.  The  ground  upon  which  the  Immunity 
of  sovereign  rulers  from  process  in  our  courts  is  recognized  by  our 
law  is  that  it  would  be  absolutely  inconsistent  with  the  status  of  an 
independent  sovereign  that  he  should  be  subject  to  the  process  of  a 
foreign  tribunal It  is  one  thing  to  say  that  a  foreign  sov- 
ereign is  capable  of  making  an  effectual  contract  in  this  country;  it 
is  quite  another  thing  to  say  that  he  can  be  sued  in  the  courts  of 
this  country." 


B. 


AUENS. 

§121.    Aliens  in  General. 

An  alien  is  the  subject  of  a  foreign  government  not 
naturalized  under  our  laws.  The  rights  of  aliens  in 
real  property  are  generally  r^ulated  by  statute.*  In 
some  States  they  are  given  the  right  to  hold  and  trans- 
fer real  estate,  in  others  they  are  not.  In  respect  to 
personalty  and  the  obligations  arising  out  of  contracts 
and  the  remedies  for  breach  of  them,  they  have,  during 
the  existence  of  peace,  substantially  the  privileges  of 
citizens.* 


§122.    Alien  Enemies. 

An  alien  enemy,  i.  e.,  a  citizen  or  subject  of  a  nation 
with  which  we  are  at  war,  can  not  without  a  license 
from  our  government*  make  any  new  contract*  or  en- 
force any  existing  contract^  during  the  continuance  of 


t  Stimson  Sut.  Law  6018;  State  v.  Smith, 
70  Cal.  160. 

X  Taylor  v.  Carpenter,  3  Story  463. 

>  License  will  be  implied  from  his  being 
suffered  to  remain  In  tnis  county  after  the 
outbreak  of  war.  Clark  v.  Morey,  10  Johns. 
68;  Zacharie  v.  Godfrey.  50  111.  103:  Brad- 
well  V.  Weeks,  18  Johns.  1;  Otteridge  v. 
Thompson,  8  Cranch.  C.  C.  108;  Parkinson 
▼.  Wentworth,  11  Mass.  26. 

>  Wright  ▼.  Graham,  4  W.  Va.  4JK):  Phil- 


ips V.  Hatch.  1  Dillon,  571;  Hill  v.  Baker 
82  Iowa,  802. 

3  Blackwell  v.  Willard.  66  N.  C.  402; 
Wilcox  V.  Henry,  1  Dall.  69;  Mumford  v. 
Mumford.l  Gall.  366;  Brooke  v.  Filer,  35 
Ind.  402:  Semmes  v.  City  Ins.  Co.,  86  Conn. 
648;  Bell  V.  Chapman,  10  Johns.  188;  John- 
son V.  Decker.  11  Johns.  418;  Haymond  v. 
Camden.  22  W.  Va.  180;  Strum  v.  Fleminflr. 
22  W.  Va.  404. 
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hofitilities/  and  a  contract  made  during  the  war  can  not 
be  enforced  on  return  of  peace.* 

But  the  rights  of  the  alien  as  to  outstanding  con- 
tracts made  before  the  commencement  of  war  are  sus- 
pended, not  annulled,  and  may  be  enforced  upon  the 
conclusion  of  peace.®  During  the  Civil  War  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  Confederate  States  and  the  United  States 
occupied  the  positions  of  enemies,  and  as  a  consequence 
thereof  all  intercourse  between  them  was  interdicted, 
and  contracts  between  them  made  during  the  existence 
of  hostilities  were  void.''  Contracts  existing  before  the 
war  were  preserved ;  it  only  suspended  the  remedy ;  but 
if  the  contract  was  of  a  continuing  nature,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  partnership,  and  its  performance  would  vio- 
late the  laws  governing  a  state  of  war,  the  parties  were 
relieved  from  further  obligations  thereunder.® 


C. 


CONVICTS. 

§123.     Convicts^  Contracts. 

Under  the  English  common  law  a  person  convicted 
of  a  felony  was  considered  civilly  dead  and  could  not 
make  a  valid  contract  nor  could  he  enforce  contracts 
made  previous  to  his  conviction.*  In  the  United  States 
this  rule  is  practically  obsolete  and  a  convict  undergo- 
ing a  sentence  of  imprisonment,  may,  in  the  absence  of 


«  The  Rapid,  2  Gall.  4;  The  Eliza,  8  Gall. 
4;  Crawford  v.  The  Wm.  Pean,  8  Wash. 
C.  C.  484;  Marchand  y.  Coyle,  18  La.  Ann. 
633;  Shotwell  t.  BIHs,  48  Miss.  430. 

8  Hart  V.  U.  S.,  16  Ct.  of  CI.,  414;  Willi- 
8on  V.  Patteaon,  7  Taunt.  489;   Dorsey  ▼. 
Kyle,  30  Md.  &18, 06  Am.  Dec  617  and  note; 
U.  S.  y.  Groasmayer,  0  Wall .  78;   Schol- 
field  V.  Eichelbersrer,  7  Pet.  566. 

6  Ware  y.  Hylton,  8  Dall.  100;  Dunlopy. 
Ball,  2  Cranch,  180;  Harman  y.  Kingston, 
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8  Camp.  160;  Flindty.  Waters,  15  Bast,  860. 

7  Materson  y.  Howard.  18  Wall.  00;  De 
Jarnetl  y.  Giyeryille,  66  Mo.  446;  Mutual 
Int.  Co  y.  Hilyard,  87  N.  J.  L.  444. 

8  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  y.  Hilyard,  87  N.  J.  T  . 
444:  Uniyersity  V.  Pinch,  18  Wall.  106;  Bank 
of  New  Orleans  y.  Matthews,  40  N.  V.  18; 
Cohen  y.  N.  Y.  Ins.  Co.,  50  N.  Y.  610. 

I  Chitty,  Contr.  861;  Pollock,  Contr.  94. 
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a  statutory  provision  on  the  subject,^   enter   into   con- 
tracts and  sue  and  be  sued  thereon.* 


D. 


COEPOEATIONS. 


§124.     Corporation  Defined. 

A  corporation  is  an  artificial  being  created  by  law, 
composed  of  individuals  united  into  one  body  under  a 
collective  name,  with  the  capacity  of  perpetual  succes- 
sion, and  of  acting  sb  a  natural  person  within  the  scope 
of  its  charter.^  •  Corporations  are  either  piiblic  or 
private,  the  former  being  such  as  are  created  for  the  dis- 
charge of  public  duties  in  the  administration  of  civil 
government,  as  for  example  municipal  corporations,^ 
the  latter  being  such  as  are  created  for  private  advan- 
tage, profit  or  benefit.'  Corporations  which  are  organ- 
ized for  private  profit,  but  yet  exercise  functions  and 
powers  in  which  the  public  are  interested,  as  for  exam- 
ple railroad,  turnpike,  or  canal  companies,  are  some- 
times termed  quasi-public  corporations,*  yet  in  so  far 


s  In  MiMouri  by  statute  a  tmstee  takes 
charge  of  the  convict's  affairs  as  thouffh 
he  were  dead,  and  the  convict,  like  any  one 
else  under  sfuardianship,  is  incapable  of 
makinff  contracts  and  can  neither  sue  nor 
be  Bucid.  Williams  v.  Shackleford,  97  Mo. 
828;  Presbury  v.Hull,  94  Mo.99;  See  Re  Ner- 
ac, 35 Cal.  882, 06  Am.  Dec.  Ill :  re  Donnelly, 
125  Cal.  417, 66  Pac.  Rep.  61;  Gray  v.  Stew- 
art. 78  Pac.  Rep.  852  (Kan.);  Beck  v.  Beck, 
86  Miss.  72. 

9  Plattner  v.  Sherwood,  6  Johns.  Ch.  118; 
Willinffham  v.  Kinff,  88  Pla.  476,  8  South. 
Rep.  861;  Dade  Coal  Co.  v.  Haslett,  88  Ga. 
F49, 10  S.  B.  Rep.  486:  Kenyon  v.  Sounders, 
18  R.  I.  600,  30  Atl.  Rep.  470;  Stepbain  v. 
Lent,  68  N.  Y.  (Supp.)  478;  Avery  v.  Ever- 
ett, 110  N.  Y.  817.  l^N.  B.  Rep.  148. 

iLawson  Rights,  Rem.^  Pr..  %  882;  Fiet- 
sam  ▼.  Hay,  128  111.  298,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  402; 
Deringer  v.  Dering^er,  5  Houst.  116,  1  Am. 


St.  Rep.  160;  Louisville  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Let- 
son,  2  How.  568;  Thomas  v.  R.  Co..  101  U. 
S.  62;  Davis  v.  R.  Co.,  181  Mass.  2S9. 

s Regents  v.  Williams,  9  Gill  &  J.  865.  .^l 

Am.  Dec.  72;  Ten  Byck  v.  Canal  Co.,  18  N. 

.  J.  (L.)200, 37  Am.  Dec.  233:  Tinsman  v.  R. 

R.  Co.,26N.  J.  (L.)  148;  School  Com.  v. 

Putnam,  44  Ala.  566. 

'Logwood  V.  Bank,  Minor  28;  Cleve- 
land V.  Stewart.  8  Ga.  283;  Rundle  v.  Del- 
aware Canal,  1  Wall.  Jr.  276. 

«See  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr..  %  883; 
Miners  Ditch  Co.  v.  Zellebach,  87  Cal.  543, 
99  Am.  Dec.  800;  Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v. 
County  Court,  1  Sneed  687,  63  Am.  Dec. 
424;  Mower  v.  Leicester,  0  Mass.  247, 6  Am. 
Dec.  68:  Riddle  v.  Proprietors,  7  Mass.  180, 
5  Am.  Dec.  86;  Andrews  v.  Estes,  11  Me. 
267,  86  Am.  Dec.  621;  Pierce  v.  Com.,  104 
Pa.  St.  160. 
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as  their  rights  and  liabilities  to  contract  are  concerned 
they  are  subject  to  the  rules  of  law  governing  private 
corporations.*^ 

§125.        Contracts  of  Corporations — When    Binding. 

A  corporation,  then,  has  power  to  make  such  con- 
tracts as  are  either  expressly  or  impliedly  authorized 
by  its  charter  or  act  of  incorporation,  and  in  general  an 
express  authority  to  make  a  given  kind  of  contract  is 
not  indispensable,  provided  they  are  not  foreign  to  the 
corporate  purpose.*  Thus  a  corporation  has  an  im- 
plied power  to  purchase  and  hold  property  necessary 
to  the  carrying  on  of  its  business^  and  to  transfer  and 
dispose  of  it  when  necessary  f  to  borrow  money  and 
make  debts  for  the  purpose  of  its  business,^  and  to  issue 
negotiable  paper  of  other  evidence  of  its  indebtedness.*^ 

§126.     Powers  of  Corporations — Meaning  of  Ultra 

Vires. 


A  corporation  has  only  such  powers  as  are  expressly 
conferred  upon  it  by  its  charter  or  as  are  necessary  to 


s  For  a  full  view  of  this  important  sub- 
ject see  the  great  and  exhaustive  treatise 
of  Judge  Seymour  D.  Thompson. 

iBaroett  v.  Franklin  College,  37  N.  E. 
Rep.  431  (Ind.);  Thomas  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  101 
U.  S.  88;  Perrlne  v.  Canal  Co.,  9  How.  184; 
Richardson  v.  Mass:  Charitable  Assn.,  131 
Mass.  174;  Wechler  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  42 
Md.  581,  20  Am.  Rep.  96;  Booth  v.  Robin- 
son, 66  Md.  410;  Wayland  University  v. 
Boorman,  56  Wis.  667:  Dodge  v.  Council 
Bluffs,  57  Towa  560;  Bassett  v.  Monte 
Christo  Mining  Co.,  15  Ncv.  293;  Detroit  v. 
Mutual  Gas.  Co.,  48  Mich.  594;  Indiana  v. 
Worman,  6  Hill  SS;  Bangor  Boom  Co.  v. 
Whiting,  29  Me.  128;  Marine  Bank  v.  Og- 
den,  29  Til.  248;  Eureka  Flour  Mills  v. 
Smith,  6  Cal.  1;  Curtis  v.  Leavitt,  15  N. 
Y.  64;  West  v.  Madison  Co.  Board,  82  111. 
207. 

2  Banks  v.  Poitiaux,  3  Rand.  1%,  15  Am. 
Dec.  706;  Spear  v.  Crawford,  14  Wend.  22, 
28  Am.  Dec.  518;  Page  v.  Heineberg,  40 
Vt.  81,  94  Am.  Dec.  878;  McCarter  v.  Or- 
phan Asylum,  9  Cow.  487, 18  Am.  Dec.  517; 
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Rivanna  Nav.  Co.  v.  Dawsons,  8  Gratt.  19. 
46  Am.  Dec.  183;  Thompson  v.  Waters,  25 
Mich.  222,  12  Am.  Rep.  243;  Lathrop  v. 
Bank,  8  Dana.  114.  88  Am.  Dec.  481;  Calla- 
way Co.  V.  Clark,  32  Mo.  805;  Aull  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Lexington,  74  Mo.  104. 

3Treadwell  v.  Mfg.  Co.,  7  Gray  873,  66 
Am.  Dec.  490;  Warfield  v.  Canning  Co.,  72 
Iowa  666.  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  263:  §tory  v. 
Plank  Road  Co.,  16  N.  J.  (Eq.)  IS,  64  Am. 
Dec.  184:  Buell  v.  Buckinsrham,  16  la.  284, 
86  .\m.  Dec.  516;  White  Water  Canal  Co. 
v.  Vallette,  21  How.  424;  Dupee  v.  Boston 
Water  Co.,  114  Mass.  87. 

«Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  ft  Pr.,  $  888; 
Mining  Co.  v.  Bank,  104  U.  S.  192;  Moss  v. 
Harpeth  Academy,  7  Heisk.  285;  Rockwell 
v.  Elkhorn  Bank,  18  Mo.  653;  Barnes  v. 
Ontario  Bank,  19  N.  Y.  158;  Smith  v.  Eureka 
Flour  Mills,  6  Cal.  1. 

sMunro  v.  Commission  Co.,  15  Johns.  44, 
8  Am.  Dec.  219;  Curtis  v.  Leavitt,  15  N.  Y. 
178;  Mclntyre  v.  Preston,  5  Gilm.  48,  48 
Am.  Dec.  321;  Goodrich  v.  Reynolds,  31 
111.  490, 83  Am.  Dec.  ;»40. 
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§127 


carry  such  powers  into  effect.^  Any  act  of  the  corpora- 
tion beyond  its  express  or  implied  powers  is  said  to  be 
ultra  vires ;  and  though  such  acts  are  void,  it  is  not  be- 
<!ause  they  are  illegal  but  simply  because  the  corpora- 
tion is  w^ithout  capacity  to  perform  them.  "When  acts 
of  corporations  are  spoken  of  as  ultra  vires  it  is  not  in- 
tended that  they  are  unlawful  or  even  such  as  the  cor- 
poration cannot  perform,  but  merely  those  which  are 
not  within  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  corporation 
by  the  act  of  its  creation.'^ 

§127.     Contract  Ultra  Vires  Unenforceable  Unless 

Executed. 

A  contract  ultra  vires,  that  is  to  say,  outside  of  and 
not  authorized  by  its  charter — ^may  be  avoided  by  either 
party  so  long  as  it  remains  unexecuted.^  Courts  will 
not  compel  a  corporation  to  perform  a  contract  uitra 
vires.^  Nor  will  they  enforce  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  ultra  vires  at  the  suit  of  the  corporation."  But, 
where  the  contract  cannot  be  enforced  because  it  is 
ultra  vires,  the  benefits  which  either  party  has  received 
under  the  contract  the  courts  will  require  to  be  repaid 


1  Daitmotttb  CoUefl^e  v.  Woodward,  4 
Wheat.  686;  New  York  Fireman's  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Ely,  6  Conn.  560, 18  Am.  Dec.  100;  Matt- 
hews ▼.  Skinker,  68  Mo.  829,31  Am.Rep.4%; 
Chicago  Gas  Co.  v.  Peoples  Gas  Co.,  121 
111.  ftSO,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  124;  Miners  Ditch 
Co.  V.  Zellerbach;  o7  Cal.  648,  99  Am.  Dec. 
800: 

a  Whitney  Anns  Co.  ▼.  Barlow,  68  N.  Y. 
68,20  Am.  St.  Rep.  604,  Bisscll  v.  Michigan, 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  22  N.  Y.  268; Cairns  Chancellor 
in  Ashbury  Carriage  Co.  v.  Riche,  L  R.  7 
H.  L.  663,  L.  R.  9^x.  824:  Slater  Woolen 
Co.  V.  Lamb,  148  Mass.  420;  Central  Trans. 
Co.  V.  Pullman  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  24. 

I  Bradley  v.  Ballard,  55  111.  418,  7  Am. 

Rep.  666.  The  court  saying: ''  This  doctrine 

(of  ettoppel)  is  applied  only  for  the  purpose 
-of  compelling  corporations  to  be  honest,  in 

the  simplest  and  commonest  sense  of  bon- 
•esty,  and  after  whateTer  mischief  may  be^ 

long  to  the  performance  of  an  act  ultra  vires 


has  been  accomplished.  But  while  a  contract 
remains  executory  it  is  perfectly  true  that 
the  powers  of  corporations  cannot  be  ex- 
tended beyond  their  proper  limits  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  a  contract.  Not  only 
so  but  on  the  application  of  a  stockholder 
cr  of  any  other  person  authorized  to  make 
the  apptication,  a  court  of  chancery  would 
Interfere  and  forbid  the  execution  of  a  con* 
tract  ultra  vires.  So  too  if  a  contract  ultra 
vires  is  made  between  a  corporation  and 
another  person  and  while  it  is  yet  wholly 
unexecuted  the  corporation  recedes,  the 
other  contracting  party  would  probably 
have  no  claim  for  damages." 

2  Hitchcock  v.  Galveston,  06  U.  S.  841; 
Bank  v.  Niles,  Walk.  Ch.  99;  New  York, 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Schuylef ,  34  N.  Y.  80. 

3  Bank  v.  Niles,  1  Doug.  (Mich.)  401.  41 
Am.  Dec.  575;  Nassau  Bk.  v.  Jones,  95  N. 
Y.  115. 
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to  the  other.^  And  where  the  contract  has  been,  per- 
formed or  partially  performed  by  either  of  the  parties^ 
the  other  can;not  set  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action  that 
the  corporation  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  it* 

Any  contract  made  op  act  done  by  a  corporation,  con- 
trary to  a  rule  of  law,  is  as  invalid  as  such  a  contract  or 
act  would  be  in  the  case  of  an  individual  f  and  the  same 
principle  applies  to  contracts  or  acts  prohibited  by  stat- 
uteJ  So,  too,  where  the  act  or  contract  is  in  violation 
of  any  provision  in  the  charter  or  act  of  incorporation,* 
though  a  distinction  is  to  be  made  in  this  latter  case, 
which  is,  that  where  it  appears  clear  from  the  words  of 
the  charter  that  the  l^islature  intended  that  a  forbid- 
den act  or  contract  should  be  absolutely  void,  it  will  be 
so  held  by  the  courts  ;•  while  on  the  other  hand,  where 
the  prohibition  in  a  charter  appears  to  have  been  in- 
serted for  the  benefit  of  the  shareholders  only,  a  con- 
tract or  act  in  violation  of  the  prohibition,  though  ultra 
vires^  is  not  absolutely  void,  but  may  be  executed  and 
ratified  by  the  corporation.^® 

Formerly  the  assent  of  the  corporation  could  only  be 
shown  by  the  use  of  its  corporate  seal,  but  it  is  now  well 
settled  in  this  country  at  least,  that  this  is  not  essential^ 


«  Brice'i  UUr&  Vires  (2  Ed.)  768:  Hardy 
V.  Land  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  487;  in  re  Phoenix 
Life  Ass.  Co.,  2  Johns.  &  H.  441;  Humphrey 
V.  Patrons'  Assn.,  SO  la.  807;  in  re  German 
Mining  Co..  4  De  Gex.,  M.  8l  G.  19;  In  re 
Electric  Tel.  Co.,  29  Beav.  863:  In  re  Cork, 
etc.,  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  760;  New  Castle  R. 
Co.  V.  Simpson,  28  Fed.  Rep.  214. 

sMorawetz  on  Corporations.  %  100; 
Hitchcock  V.  Galveston.  96  U.  S.  341.  N. 
Y.  819;  Stote  Board  v.  R.  Co.;  Whitney 
Arms.  Co.  v.  Barlow,  68,  N.  Y.  68,  20  Am. 
Rep.  504:  Slater  Woolen  Co. 
▼.  Lamb,  143  Mass.  420;  Denver  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  ▼.  McClelland,  9  Colo.  11. 

«Thomas  v.  R.  Co.,  10  U.  S.  71;  Hurt- 
ford  R.  Co.  V.  R.  Co.,  3  Robt.  416;   Mess- 
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enger  ▼.  R.  Co.,  86,  N.  J.  L.  418,  18  Am. 
Rep.  457.  See  post;  Illegality  of  Con- 
tract. 

vPangbomT.  Westlake,  96  Iowa  546; 
Harris  v.  Runnels,  12  How.  79. 

sTaylor  ▼.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  2  Ex.  379;  In 
Re  Cork  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  App.  748; 
Sherwood  v.  Alvis,  88  Ala.  115,  8  Am.  St. 
Rep.  606. 

•In  Re  Comstock,  8  Saw.  818:  Bank  v. 
Page,  6  Or.  481. 

1 0  Hazelhurst  ▼.  R .  Co. .  48  Ga.  18;  Av- 
ers v.  Banking  Co.,  L.  R.  8.  P.  C.  548; 
National  Bank  V.  Matthews,  98  U.  S.  681; 
Thornton  v.  Bank,  71   Mo.   221. 
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and  that  a  corporation  may  make  a  valid  contract  with- 
out the  use  of  a  seal.*^ 

E. 

INFANTS. 

§128.     Introductory. 

An  infant  or  minor  is  without  capacity  (subject  to 
the  exceptions  to  be  presently  noticed)  to  make  a  bind- 
ing  contract.  And  as  this  incapacity  could  not  without 
great  confusion  be  determined  as  a  matter  of  fact  in 
each  particular  case,  the  law  has  established  an  arbi- 
trary age  under  which  all  persons  are  incapable  as  a 
matter  of  law  of  entering  into  contracts.  This  age  the 
common  law  declares  to  be  the  age  of  twenty-one*  and 
so  do  our  statutes  for  the  most  part,  though  in  some 
States  by  statute  females  reach  their  majority  at  the 
age  of  eighteen.  It  is  obvious  that  a  mam  within  a  few 
months  of  twenty-one  may  be  as  well  able  to  protect  his 
rights  as  one  a  few  months  over  that  age  and  much  bet- 
ter than  an  infant  of  six :  yet  the  law  makes  no  distinc- 
tion but  holds  a  youth  who  has  nearly  reached  his  ma- 
jority to  be  no  more  bound  by  his  contract  than  a  child 
of  tender  years.*  The  infant's  emancipation  by  the 
parent  does  not  make  his  contracts  otherwise  voidable, 
absolutely  binding  upon  him.  He  may  still  take  ad- 
vantage of  his  infancy  as  before.  The  eflfect  of  the 
emancipation  is  simply  to  release  him  from  the  parent's 


liMoct    V.     Hicks,    1     Cow.   518,    18  Schoharie  Turnpike   Co.,    12  Johns.   827. 

Am.    Dec.   551;    The  Banks  ▼.  Poltiaux,  See  ante,  $71. 

I  ^S?'  r?'  •  «  ji?'«P*«»  '^L^^'  *  A  person  arrives  at  his  majority  or.  the 

JL      o-S?*     /    f?°  ^'          n    A^^'  day  preceding  his  81st   birthday  and   oi» 

terson,    7  Cranch,  S90;  Union   Bank   ▼.  -w  ^  _.        r-          ^«Tit     «•    »>    « 

RM,de,.  1  Ha,.  *  G.  94:    D-nforth  y.  j^'S^i^J^^.t!!);  tt^%>  *"• 
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control  and  to  give  him  the  right  to  his  own  earnings.^ 
So  the  marriage  of  a  male  infant  does  not  render  his 
general  contracts  any  the  more  binding ;  nor  is  the  con- 
dition of  infancy  removed  from  a  female  infant  by  her 
marriage,  by  reason  of  statutes  which  confer  capacity 
upon  married  women  either  to  contract  generally  or  to 
convey  their  real  estate  or  relinquish  their  claims  to 
dower  in  the  lands  of  their  husbands.^ 

A  parent^  according  to  the  English  common  law,  is 
not  under  any  legal  obligation  to  pay  the  debts  of  his 
minor  child,  and  this  extends  even  to  necessary  food, 
clothing  and  sheltCT.    Says  an  English  judge : 

''People  are  very  apt  to  Imagine  that  a  son  stands  In  this  respect 
upon  the  same  footing  as  a  wife."  But  this  Is  not  so.  If  It  be  asked 
Is  then  the  son  to  be  left  to  starve?  The  answer  is  he  must  apply 
to  the  authorities,  and  they  will  compel  the  father,  if  of  ability,  to 
pay  for  his  son's  support."* 

The  English  rule  is  followed  in  some  of  the  States,^ 
their  courts  holding  that  either  an  express  promise  or 
circumstances  from  which  an  implied  promise  can  be 
inferred  are  essential  to  bind  the  parent  for  necessa- 
ries furnished  his  infant  child  by  a  third  person.  Other 
courts,  on  the  contrary,  basing  their  decision  on  the 
ground  that  there  is  a  legal  as  well  as  a  moral  duty  upon 
a  parent  to  support  his  minor  children,  create  from  this- 


3 Mason  v.  Wright.  18  Met.  306:  Tyler  v, 
Estate  of  Gallop,  68  Mich.  18S,  IS  Am.  St. 
Rep.  886;  Tandy  v.  Masterson's  Admr.,  I 
Bibb.  880. 

«Inhab.  of  Taunton  v.  Inhab.  of  Ply- 
mouth, 16  Mass.  208;  Davis  v.  Caldwell,  12 
Gush.  612;  Walsh  v.  Young,  110  Mass. 
896;  Hartman  v.  Kendall,  4  Ind.  403;  Har- 
rod  ▼.  Myers.  21  Ark.  092,  76  Am.  Dec. 
409;  Watson  v.  Billing,  88  Ark.  S78,  42  Am. 
Rep.  l;Cummings  V.  Everett,  82  Me.  260. 
The  capacity  of  an  infant  to  contract  for 
necessaries  is,  however,  enlarged   by   his 
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marriage;  for  he  is  bound  for  the  reason- 
able value  of  necessaries  furnished  his 
family  as  well  as  himself.    Post,  §  159. 

s  As  to  which  see  post,  S  159. 

«Shelton  v.  Springett,  11  C.  B.  452;  Mor- 
timore  v.  Wright,  6  M.  &  W.  486; 

7 Hunt  V.  Thompson.  4  111.  180,  86  Am. 
Dec.  538;  Stanton  v.  Wilson,  8  Day.  37; 
Gordon  v.  Potter,  17  Vt.  848;  Owen  v. 
White,  5  Port.  486;  Kelley  v.  Davis,  49  N. 
H.  187;  Freeman  v.  Robinson,  88  N.  J.  (L.) 
883,  20  Am.  Rep.  399. 
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duty  alone  a  promise  to  pay  for  necessaries  supplied  to 
them.® 

§129.     Infants^  Contracts  Voidable,  Not  Void. 

Many  of  the  earlier  American  cases  are  to  the  efifect 
that  such  contracts  as  the  infant  may  make  which  are 
manifestly  to  his  prejudice  and  against  his  interest  are 
void/  while  those  which  it  is  uncertain  whether  they 
are  to  his  benefit  or  prejudice  are  voidable  at  his  elec- 
tion.^ But  it  may  now  be  considered  as  the  settled  rule 
that  none  of  an  infant's  contracts  are  void  because  of 
his  nonage,  but  all  of  them  are  merely  voidable.  The 
distinction  that  his  contracts  which  cannot  be  for  his 
benefit  are  absolutely  void,  has  become  to  be  recognized 
as  unreasonable  and  absurd ;  for  the  object  of  the  law 
which  is  to  protect  the  infant  against  the  consequences 
of  his  own  indiscretion  or  the  imposition  of  others  is 
completely  secured  by  conferring  upon  him  the  power 
of  disaffirming  his  contracts  or  of  ratifying  them  after 
reaching  proper  age,  at  his  pleasure.     There  are  serious 


sVan  Valkenburff  v.  Watson,  18  Johns. 
480.  7  Am.  Dec.  896:  Dawson  ▼.  Dawson, 
69  la.  641,  29  N.W.  Rep.  769;  Porter  v. 
Powell,  79  la.  151, 18  Am.  St.  Rep.  358; 
Manninir  v.  Wells,  85  Hum.  27.  The  rule 
in  Missouri  appears  unsettled.  See  Holt  ▼. 
Baldwin  46  Mo.  265;  Girls'  Home  y.  Frit- 
chey,  10  Mo.  (App.)  ^44.  In  Huke  v.  Huke, 
44  Mo.  (App.)'  818,  Thompson  J.,  sa^s:  "I 
have  looked  through  our  Missouri  cases 
without  satisfying  myself  what  the  state  of 
the  law  is  on  this  queition.*'  But  ftee  Ran- 
kin ▼.  Rankin,  83  Mo.  (App )  886.  Jn  a 
recent  Massachusetts  case  it  is  said:  "If 
there  is  a  legal  obligation,  it  must  rest  up- 
on the  ground  that  he  is  entitled  to  the 
custody,  the  society,  and  the  services  of 
the  child.  He  must  also  have  the  right  to 
determine  where  his  child  shall  live.  If  a 
son  chooses  to  leave  voluntarily  his  fath- 
er's house,  and  live  elsewhere,  nis  father  is 
not  responsible  for  his  support.  So,  if  a 
child  is  induced  by  another  to  leave  his 
father,  without  any  necessity  for  so  do- 
ing, the  person  thus  influencing  him  to 
leave  would,  in  case  he  should  furnish 
supplies  have  no  cause  of    action  against 


the  father."    Poss  v.  Hartwell,  168   Mass. 
66,  46  N.  B    kep.  411. 

1  Wheaton  v.  East,  5,  Yerg.  41,  36  Am. 
Dec.  251;  Dana  v.  Combs,  6  Me.  89. 19  Am. 
Dec.  194- Lawson  v.  Lovejoy.  8  Me.  406, 
28  Am.  Dec.  527;  Maples  v.  Wightman,  4 
Conn.  876,  10  Am.  Dec.  149- Gibbs  v.  Mer- 
rell,  3  Taunt.  307;  Kean  v.  Boycott,  2  H. 
Bl.  611.  Some  courte  hold  tnat  the  ap- 
pointment by  an  infant  of  an  agent  or  at- 
torney is  void.  Trueblood  v.  Trueblood, 
8Ind.  196;  Peirow  v.  Wiseman,  40  Ind. 
148. 

<U.  S.  v.Bambrough,  1  Mason, 71;  Tuck- 
er V.  Moreland,  10  Pet.  60,  1  Am.  Lead. 
Cas.  224;  Wbeaton  v.  Bast,  6  Yerg,  41,  28 
Am.  Dec.  251 ;  Green  v.  Welding,  69  Iowa 
679,  44  Am.  Rep.  696.  Other  cases  adopt 
this  latter  test  in  a  somewhat  Qualified 
form,  asserting  that  no  contracts  ox  an  in- 
fant are  void,  unless  they  necessarily,  or 
clearly,  or  certainly  operate  to  his  preju- 
dice; Oliver  v.  Houdlett,  IS  Mass.  287,  7 
Am.  Dec.  184;  West  v.  Penney,  16  Ala.  187; 
Hastings  v.  Dollarhide,  24  Cal.  195. 
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difficulties  in  the  way  of  the  court  determining  either 
from  the  face  of  the  transaction  or  from  a  collateral  in- 
quiry whether  the  contract  was  for  the  benefit  or  detri- 
ment of  the  infant,  and  it  is  much  better  to  leave  the 
question  entirely  to  the  infant  to  say  whether  the  con- 
tract shall  or  shall  not  be  binding  upon  him.^ 

§130.     Infanfs   Concealment  or  Misrepresentation 

as  to  Age. 

It  is  a  rule  well  settled  in  courts  of  law  that  the  con- 
tract of  an  infant  otherwise  voidable  cannot  be  enforced 
against  him  because  he  dealt  or  traded  as  an  adult  He 
is  not  thereby  estopped  from  pleading  his  infancy  as  a 
defense.^  Nor  is  he  estopped  from  disaffirming  his  deed 
and  maintaining  an  action  to  recover  the  land  conveyed 
by  the  fact  that  when  the  deed  was  executed  he  ap- 
peared and  was  believed  by  the  grantee  to  be  an  adult.^ 
Nor  even  is  his  contract  rendered  binding  at  law  so 
that  a  recovery  can  be  had  against  him  thereupon,  from 
the  fact  that  he  falsely  represented  himself  to  be  of  full 
age  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  and  the  other 
party  relied  upon  such  representation  in  entering  into 
the  contract.^  In  equity,  also,  it  is  equally  well  settled 
as  at  law,  that  an  infant  is  not  estopped  from  avoiding 


sHycrv.  Hyatt.  3  Cranch.  C.  C.  27«; 
Cheshire  v.  Barrett,  4  McCord  941, 17  Am. 
Dec.  T35,  788;  Cole  v.  Pennoyer,  14  111.  158; 
Cummings  v.  Poncee,  8  Tex.  80;  Mustard 
V.  Wohlford's  Heirs,  15  Gratt.  829,  76  Am. 
Dec.  209;  Petrow  v.  Wiseman,  40  Ind.  148; 
Harner  v.  Dipple,  81  Ohio  St.  72,  27  Am. 
Rep.  496;  Holmes  v.  Rice,  46  Mich.  142; 
Fonda  V.  Van  Horn,  15  Wend.  631;  Shop- 
shire  V.  Burns,  46  Aia.  108;  Seranton  v. 
Stewart,  52  Ind.  68;  Owing  v.  Long,  112 
Mass.  408;  Bozeman  v.  Browning,  31  Arlc. 
864;  Illinois,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Kinner,  75 
III.  815;  Schneider  v.  Suihr,  20  Mo.  271 
see  note  to  Craig  v.  Van  Bibber,  100  Mo. 
5B4,  in  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  578-722. 

1  Miller  v.  Blanklcy,  38  L.  T.  527-  Van 
Winkle  v.  Ketcham,  8  Caines.  828;    Houst- 
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on  V.  Cooper,  8  N.  J.  L.  868;  Curtin  v.  Pat- 
ton,  11  Serg.  &  R.  305;  Olivei  v.  McClellan, 
21  Ala.  675;  Carpenter  v.  Pridgen,  40  Tex. 
82;  Falds  v.  Allardt,  85  Minn.  488. 

s  Buchanan  v.  Hubbard.  96  Ind.  1. 

3  Bartlett  v.  Wells,  1  Best  &  S.  888;  De 
Roo  V.  Foster,  12  Com.  B.  N.  S.  272;  Con- 
roe  V.  Birdsall,  1  Johns.  Cas.  127,  1  Am. 
Dec.  105;  Burley  V.  Russell,  10  N.  H.  184, 
34  Am.  Dec.  146;  Merrian  v.  Cunningham, 
11  Cush.  40;  Carpenter  V.  Carpenter,  &  Ind. 
142;  Conrad  v.  Lane,  26  Minn.  SSd,  87  Am. 
Rep.  412;  Norris  v.  Vance,  8  Rich.  (L.)  164; 
Wieland  v.  Kobick,  lIO  111.  16,61  Am.  Rep. 
676;  Whitcomb  v.  Joslyn,  61  Vt.  79,  81  Am. 
Rap.  678;  Burdett  ▼.  Williams,  80  Fed.  Rep. 
697;  Vinsen  v.  Lockard,  7  Bush.  456. 
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his  contract  from  the  mere  fact  that  he  did  not  disclose 
his  minority  at  the  time  he  entered  into  the  contract, 
and  the  other  party  believed  him  to  be  an  adult  and  dealt 
with  him  on  that  supposition.* 

If,  however,  an  infant  is  guilty  of  something  more 
than  a  mere  failure  to  disclose  his  infancy  at  the  time 
the  contract  is  entered  into,  and  fraudulently  repre- 
sents that  he  is  of  full  age  or  actively  conceals  his  mi- 
nority, whereby  the  other  party  is  induced  to  enter  into 
the  contract,  then  it  is  held  the  infant  will  be  estopped 
in  equity  by  his  fraud  from  avoiding  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  infancy,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other 
contracting  party .*^ 

§131.     The  Non-Voiddble  Contracts  of  an  Infant. 

But  there  are  certain  contracts  of  an  infant  from 
which  he  cannot  escape  entire  liability  and  these  are : 
1.  Contracts  made  under  a  statutory  authority.  2. 
Contracts  which,  if  he  had  not  made,  the  law  would 
have  compelled  him  to  execute.  3.  Ante-nuptial  debts 
of  wifa     4.  Contracts  for  necessaries. 

§132.     Contracts  Under  Statutory  Authority. 


If  a  contract  of  a  minor  be  entered  into  under  the  au- 
thority or  direction  of  a  statute,  it  is  binding  upon  him, 
so  far  as  the  question  of  infancy  is  concerned  and  can 
not  be  disaffirmed.  Whether  infants  are  contemplated 
when  not  expressly  mentioned  in  statutes,  which  provide 


«  Sttkeman  v.  Dawson*  1  De  Gex.  &  S.  s  Fergfuson  v.  Bobo,  54  Misa.  121;  Pemb< 

90;  Baker  v.  Stone,  186  Mam.  405;  Brantley  erton  Assn.  v.  Adams,  81  Atl.  Rep.  280  (N . 

▼.  Wolf,  00  Miss.  4dO;  Davidson  v.  Young,  J);  Ryan  v.  Growney,   125  Mo.  474  28  S. 

88  111.  145;  Pyle  v.Cravens,  4  Litt.  17;  Price  W.  Rep.  189. 
V.  Jennini^.   62    Ind.  Ill;  Alvey  v.  Reed, 
115  Ind.  148,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  418. 
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for  the  execution  of  contracts  under  perculiar  circum- 
stances iSy  of  course,  entirely  a  question  of  l^islative  in- 
tent. Where  the  statute  is  general  in  its  terms,  and  such 
that  it  may  apply  to  infants  as  well  as  adults,  infants 
will  be  included,  unless  a  contrary  intent  appears.^ 

A  recognizance  entered  into  by  a  minor  for  his  per- 
sonal appearance  at  court  to  answer  a  charge  of  commit- 
ting a  criminal  offense,  is  binding  on  him  under  statutes 
authorizing  recognizances  to  be  taken  and  defendants 
to  be  discharged  thereon,  and  making  no  distinction  be- 
tween minor  defendants  who  may  commit  crimes  and 
be  arrested  and  imprisoned  and  other  persons.*  And 
where  by  statute  a  person  who  is  accused  of  being  the 
f father  of  a  bastard  child  may  be  required  to  give  bond  to 
answer  to  a  complaint  made  by  the  mother  to  a  justice 
and  to  abide  the  order  of  the  court  thereon,  his  infancy 
is  no  defense  to  an  action  on  the  bond  either  for  him  or 
his  sureties.®  So  the  government  having  the  constitu- 
tional power  to  enlist  minors  into  the  army  and  navy  of 
the  United  States,  this  it  may  do  without  the  consent  of 
the  parents,  guardians  or  masters;  for  the  right  of  a 
parent,  guardian  or  master  to  the  service  and  control 
of  the  person  of  a  minor  child,  ward  or  apprentice,  is 
held  in  subordination  to  the  sovereign  right  and  power 
of  the  State  to  call  its  citizens  to  maintain  and  protect 
its  existence.  If  the  State  recruits  its  army  and  navy  by 
means  of  contracts  of  enlistment,  such  contracts  mav 
be  made  bindng  upon  minors  as  well  as  adults.^ 


1  Earl  of  Bucks  ▼.  Drury,    Wilmot    194;  vin  ▼.  Burton,  8  Ind.  67;  Stowen  v.  HoUi&, 

People  ▼.  MuUin.  25  Wend.  698.  88  Ky.  544. 

*  Slate  ▼.    Weatherwax,   12    Kan.   463;  *  United  States  ▼.  Bainbrid^e,  1  Mason 

Dial  ▼.  Wood,  9  Baxt.  296.  71 ;  Com.  v.  Murray,  4  Binn.  487. 6  Am.  Dec. 

3  McCall  V.  Parker,  13  Met.  872-  Inhabi-  *1«5  ^°^wu  R?"^^'^^  ^^9^^*^'  P^*!?/?'' 

unts  V.  Wallace,  80  N.  J.  (L.)  13;  t>eople  v.  £»««'  »  Abb.  Pr.  286,  re  HifiTgint,    16  Wis. 

Moorcs,  4  Denio.  518,  47  Am.  Dec.  2721  Ga-  351,  re  Morrisey.  187  U.  S.  157. 
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§133,     Contracts  Which  Law  Would  Have  Compelled. 

Where  any  person  does  that  which  by  law  he  is  com- 
pelled to  do,  he  is  bound,  and  infants  are  not  excepted 
from  this  rule.^  Thus,  where  a  father  upon  purchasing 
land,  took  the  title  in  the  name  of  his  infant  son  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors,  and  afterwards 
sold  the  land,  the  son  executing  the  deed  to  the  pur- 
chaser at  his  father's  direction  during  his  infancy,  it 
was  held  that  as  the  infant's  conveyance  of  the  nake<l  le- 

■if 

gal  title  was  only  that  which  a  court  of  equity  would 
have  compelled  him  to  make,  he  could  not  disaffirm  it  on 
attaining  majority.*  In  Trader  v.  Jarvis^  a  father  made 
an  assignment  of  a  title  bond  to  his  sons  to  indemijify 
them  against  any  loss  they  might  sustain  by  reason  of 
their  being  sureties  on  the  father's  note.  Afterwards, 
the  father  and  sons  assigned  the  title  to  a  third  person 
who  agreed  to  pay  and  did  pay  the  note,  thereby  releas- 
ing the  sons  from  liability  thereon  as  sureties.  It  was 
held  that  the  conditions  upon  which  the  bond  had  been 
assigned  to  the  sons  having  been  performed,  they  had  no 
further  interest  in  it,  and  one  of  the  sons  could  not 
avoid  his  assignment  to  the  third  person  on  the  ground 
of  his  minority.  So  it  has  been  held  that  where  a  son 
had  the  legal  title  to  real  estate  in  trust  for  his  father, 
who  executed  a  bond  for  the  conveyance  of  the  same 
and  received  the  purchase  money,  the  son,  who  con- 
veyed the  l^nd  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  bond,  could  not  set  aside  the  deed,  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  a  minor  when  it  was  executed.^ 


1  Bavington  v.  Clarke,  S  Pen.  &  W.  115,  4W;  Slarr  v.  Wright,  20  Ohio  St.  97;  Bridges 

21  Am.  Dec.  482;  Tucker  v.  Moreiand,  10  v.  Bidweli,  80  Neb.  185. 

Pet.  59;  Irvine  V.  Irvine,  9  Wall.  617;  Zouch  s  sa  W  Va  100 

▼.  Parsons,  8^  Burr.  1794.  ^_       '       *     .  *       ^_      ^^ 

«  Elliot  V.  feorn,  10  AU.  848. 44  Am.  Dec.  *  ^^^'^  ^-  ^^^^  «  '*'  ^' 
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An  infant  being  bound  to  pay  taxes  on  his  property, 
one  who  does  so,  being  an  owner  in  common  with  him 
of  the  land,  may  recover  his  proportion  from  the  in- 
fant.*^ 

§134.    Ante-Nuptial  Debts  of  Wife. 

An  infant  husband,  is  liable  at  common  law  for  such 
debts  of  his  wife,  contracted  before  marriage,  as  she 
would  have  been  legally  liable  to  pay  had  she  remained 
sole.  Therefore,  the  infant  husband  is  liable  for  all  the 
ante-nuptial  debts  of  the  wife  if  she  were  adult  when  she 
contracted  them,  and  for  her  debts  for  necessaries,  if 
she  were  an  infant.  The  liability  of  the  husband  is,  of 
course,  not  due  to  any  idea  of  contract  on  his  part,  but 
is  a  common  law  incident  to  the  marriage;  and  the  fact 
that  the  husband  is  an  infant  furnishes  no  excuse.^ 

§135.     Infant  Liable  for  '^Necessaries/^ 

An  infant  is  liable  for  the  reasonable  value  of  neces- 
saries which  may  have  been  furnished  to  him,  for  other- 
wise he  might  not  be  able  to  procure  suitable  food,  cloth- 
ing, shelter  and  education,  though  possessed  of  the 
means  of  paying  for  them  in  the  future.^  And  he  need 
not  have  expressly  promised  to  pay  for  them ;  it  is  suf- 
ficient that  they  were  furnished  under  such  circum- 
stances that  a  promise  to  pay  for  them  can  be  implied.* 
Indeed,  as  we  shall  see,  he  cannot  be  held  on  an  express 


s  Horstmeyer  v.  Connors,  66  Mo.  (App.) 
115. 

1  Roach  V.  Quick,  9  Wend.  238;  Butler  v. 
Breck,  7  Met.  164,  39  Am.  Dec.  7iW:  Cole  v. 
Seeley,  85  Vt.  820;  Nicholson  v.  Wiiborn,  13 
Ga.  467;  Anderson  ▼.  Smith,  &S  Md.  465. 

1  Earle  ▼.  Reed,  10  Mete.  887;  Heeler  v. 
Young,  1  Bibb.  519;  Oliver  v.  Mc  Duffie,  28 
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Ga.  588;  Persons  v  Keyes,  43  Tex  557;  John- 
ston V.  Maples,  49  III.  104;  Kline  ▼.  L. 
Amoreux.8  Paige  419, 82  Am.  Dec.  658.  And 
this  includes  also  necessaries  for  the  wife 
and  children  of  an  infant  husband.  Tupper 
V.  Caldwell,  li  Mete.  562. 

2  Gay  V.  Balloi},,4  Wend.  4M.  SI  Am.  Dec. 
158;  Hyman  v.  Cain,  8  Jones  ul. 
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contract  to  pay  for  them,  if  it  appear  that  the  price  fixed 
by  such  contract  is  more  than  what  they  were  reason- 
ably worth.® 

It  should  be  remembered  that  an  infant  is  liable  for 
necessaries,  only  where  they  have  been  actually  fur- 
nished to  him.  He  is  not  liable  for  breach  of  his  con- 
tract to  take  and  pay  for  them.* 


§136.     What  are  ^^Necessaries. ^^ 

« 

The  term  "necessaries"  is  a  relative  one ;  what  would 
be  "necessaries"  in  the  case  of  one  person  might  not  be 
in  the  case  of  another  person.^  "Necessaries"  are  not 
merely  such  things  as  are  absolutely  essential  for  the 
existence  and  support  of  the  infant,  but  they  are  such 
things  as  are  suitable  to  his  station  in  life  and  to  his  cir- 
cumstances at  the  time.2  Such  things  as  food,®  cloth- 
ing,* proper  lodging,*^  instruction,*  medical  attendance, 
or  nursing,  or  medicine,  or  articles  furnished  for  the 
purpose  of  health,  are  clearly  within  the  term.'' 


9  See  post,  §  138. 

«  Pool  ▼.  Pratt,  1  Chip.  253. 

1  Breed  t.  Judd,  1  Gray  456;  Epperson 
V.  Nugent,  57  Miss.  45,  34  Am.  Rep.  484; 
Rivers  ▼.  GregR,  5  Rich.  (Eq.)  274;  Price  v. 
Saunders,  00  lod.  360;  Smithpeters  v.  Grif- 
fin, 10  B.  Mon.  250. 

t  Watson  T.  Cross,  2  Dut.  147;  Wilhelm 
▼.  Hardman,  14  Md.  144;  Hyman  v.  Cain,  8 
Jones,  111;  Bradley  v.  Pratt,  23  Vt.  878;  Gl- 
over V.  Ott.  1  Mc  Cord  572;  Squier  v.  Hyd- 
liff,  0  Mich.  374;  Stone  v.  Dennison,  18  Piclc. 
8,  38  Am.  Dec.  654;  Davis  v.  Caldwell.  13 
Cush.  5(2;  Mc  Kama  ▼.  Merry.  61  111.  177; 
Peters  v.  Fleming,  6  M.  &  W.  43;  Ryder  v- 
Wombwell.  L.  R.  4  Bx.  88; Strong  v.  Foote 
42  Conn.  208;  Nicholson  v.  Spencer,  11  Ga. 
610;  Jordon  v.  Coffield.  70  N.C.  110.  A  watch 
may  be  a  necessary  in  dome  cases.  Peters 
V.  Fleming,  6  M.  a.  W.  42.  So  may  wedding 
clothes.  Sams  v.  Stockton.  14  B.  Mon.  187: 
or  a  bridal  outfit.  Jordan  v.  Coffield,  70  N. 
C.  110. 

s  Saunders  v.  Ott,  1  McCord  572;  Barnes 


▼.  Barnes,  50  Conn.  572:  Price  v.  Saunders, 
60  Ind.  810;  Rivers  v.  Gregg,  5  Rich.  (Bq.) 
274.  This  includes  entertainment  at  an  inn. 
Watson  v.  Cross,  2  Duv.  171. 

^Saunders  v.Ott,  supra;  Rivers  v.Gregg, 
supra;  Price  v.  Saunders,  supra. 

sRivers  v.  Gregg,  5  Rich.  (Bq.)  275* 
Price  V.  Saunders,  60  Ind.  310. 

«This  includes  a  common  school  educa- 
tion. Middlebury  College  v.  Chandler,  16 
Vt.  683,  42  Am.  Dec.  687;  Saunders  v.  Oti, 
1  McCord  573;  Rivers  v.  Gregg.  5  Rich. 
(Bq.)  274.  A  contract  of  apprenticeship  to 
learn  a  useful  trade.  Pardee  v.  American 
Co.j  20  R.  I.  149,  87  Atl.  Rep.  706.  But  not 
ordinarily  a  collespate  education.  Middle- 
bury  College  V.  Cnandler,  supra.  And  cer- 
tainly not  a  professional  education.  Bou- 
chell  V.  Clary,  3  Brev.  194;  Turner  v. 
Gaither,  88  N.  C.  857,  85  Am.  Rep.  574. 

7 Saunders  v.  Ott,  1  McCord  574:  Price  v. 
Saunders,  60  Ind.  310;  Werner's  Appeal, 91 
Pa.  St.  223.  So  of  the  services  of  a  dentist. 
Strong  V.  Foote,  42  Conn.  208. 

167 


§136  *  THEPAJITIES.  [parti. 

And  the  following  limitations  to  the  wid^r  construc- 
tion which  might  be  given  to  this  definition  are  sup- 
ported by  the  authoritiea 

(a)  The  things  must  be  necessary  in  the  particular 
case  for  use  and  not  for  mere  ornament.®  Jewelry,  kid 
gloves,  cologne  and  walking  canes  are  not  "neces- 
saries."® 

(b)  They  must  be  for  the  substantial  good  of  the  in- 
fant and  not  for  his  mere  pleasure.^^  Thus  liquor,  pis- 
tols and  powder,  saddles  and  bridles,  fiddles  and  fid- 
dle-strings," cigars  and  tobacco,^*  a  horse  purchased  for 
pleasure,^'  a  bicycle,^*  a  buggy,**^  money  furnished  for 
travelling  expenses  on  a  pleasure  trip,"  are  not  "neces- 
saries." 

(c)  They  must  concern  the  person  and  not  the  estate 
of  the  infant.^^  Therefore,  articles  purchased  or  a 
building  leased  to  carry  on  a  business  or  trade  are  not 
'* necessaries ;' \^®  nor  supplies,"  nor  stock,*^  nor  a  wag- 
on *^  furnished  him  to  carry  on  a  plantation  or  farm, 
nor  labor  or  materials  for  the  erection  of  houses  or 


•  McKanna  t.  Merry,  61   111.  179;  Peters  i^Howard  v.  Simpkins,  70  Go.  322. 

y;  A^?"i%'  6  M.  &  W.  42;   Lcfil«  ▼.  Sugg,  i  sMcKanna  v.  Merry,  61  111.  177;  alitcr 

15  Ark.  187.  for  a  necettary  journey.    Breed  ▼.  Judd,  1 

•Lefilsv.  Sagg,  15  Ark.  187.  Gray  4fi6. 

loMcKanna  ▼.  Merry,  61  111.  170;  Whar-  i^Decell  ▼.  Lowenthal,  57  Mass.  881, 84 

ton  V.  McKenzie,  6Q.  B.  606;  Tupper  v.  Am.  Rep.  449;  New  Hamp.  Mut.    Ins.  Co. 

Caldwell,  12  Mete.  669.  46  Am.  Dec.  704;  ▼.  Noyes,    82  N.  H.  846;  Sherman  v.  Con- 

Middlebury   College   v.   Chandler^  16  Vt.  ningham,  11  Gush.  49. 

!?;t*V^*?«^oS-  ?^''  '£"''°*ir,7*  »u  i^^*"'  •  •House  V.  Alexander,  105  Ind.  109:  Pyne 

M  N.  C.  367,  36  Am    Rep.  574;  Phelps  v.  y^  Wood,  148  Mass.  568;  kason  v.  Wright, 

Worcester,  11  N.  H.  61.  13  Mete.  806;  Lowe  t.  Griffith,  1  Scott  468; 

1 1  Saunders  ▼.  Ott,l  MeCord  672;  Beeler  Ryan  v.  Smith,  165  Mass.  808,   48  N.  E. 

▼.  Young,  1  Bibb.  119;   Lefils  v.  Sugg.  15  Rep.  109. 

Ark.  187.  i0Decellv.  Lowenthal,  supra;  State  v. 

1  *  Bryant  v.  Richardson,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  98,  Howard,  88  N.  C.  680. 

°ot« •  s  0 Rainwater  v.  Durham,  2  N.  &  Me.  524« 

isPrice  v.  Saunders,  60  Ind.  810;  Beeler  10  Am.  Dec.  637;  Grace  v.  Hale.  2  Humph. 

V.  Younsr,  1  E^bb.  609;  House  v.  Alexander,  97,  86  Am.  Dec.  296;  Wood  v.  Losey.  60 

106  Ind.  109,  65  Am.  Rep.  180;  aliter  where  Mich.  475;  House  v.  Alexander,  105  ind. 

it  is  on  the  advice  of  a  physldan  for  neces-  109,  65  Am.  Rep.  189. 

sary  exercise.    Hart  v.  Prater,  1  Jur.  628,  2 1  p^ul  v.  Smith,  41  Mo.  (App.)  281. 
1  «Pyne  v.  Wood,  145  Mass.  558. 
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buildings  on  his  lands,*^  or  in  repairing  them,^^  nor  an 
insurance  policy  on  his  property,**  nor  money 
lent  to  him  to  remove  incumbrances  on  his  estate.*^ 
But  the  services  of  an  attorney  and  the  expenses  of  a 
purely  personal  suit  are  "necessaries,"  as  for  in- 
stanj^e  defending  him  on  an  indictment  for  a  crime,*®  or 
in  a  bastardy  suit,*''  or  in  an  action  for  breach  of  prom- 
ise of  marriage.*®  It  is  otherwise,  of  course,  where  th3 
services  are  rendered  in  recovering  the  infant's  lands.** 

(d)  They  must  not,  even  though  they  are  "neces- 
saries,'' be  extravagant  either  in  quality  or  quantity.®^ 
Things  may  be  of  a  useful  character,  but  the  quality  or 
quantity  supplied  may  take  them  out  of  the  character 
of  necessaries.  Elementary  text-books  might  be  a  nec- 
essary to  a  student  of  law,  but  not  a  rare  edition  of 
"Littleton's  Tenures,"  or  eight  or  ten  copies  of  "Kent's 
Commentaries."^^  Neither  would  suitable  clothing 
supplied  in  an  unreasonable  quantity.®* 

(e)  They  must  be  necessary  to  his  wants.  Hence  an 
infant  cannot  bind  himself  for  what  are  prima  facie 
necessaries  where  his  wants  are  supplied  from  some 
other  source  or  he  has  a  parent  or  guardian  able  and 
willing  to  provide  for  him.*' 


>t  Freeman  ▼.  Brldger«  4  Jones  (L.)  1,  67 
Am.  Dec.  966;  Price  ▼.  Saunders.  60  Ind. 
SIO;  Price  v.  Jennings,  62  Ind.  111. 

tsTnpper  ▼.  Caldwell,  19  Mete.  569.  46 
Am.  Dec.  704;  Wallis  ▼.  Bard  well,  126 
Mass.  886;  West  v.  Gregg,  1  Grant's  Gas. 
68;  Horstmeyer  t.  Connors,  56  Mo.  (App  ) 
116. 

2«New  Hampshire,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.  ▼. 
Noyes,  89  N.  H.  M5. 

2  s  West  V.  Gregg,  1  Grant's  Cas.  58; 
Magee  ▼.  Welsh.  18  Cal.  166;  Bicknell  ▼. 
BickneU,  11  Mass.  966. 

s«Askey  ▼.  Williams,  71  Tex.  294;  State 
V.  Weatherwax,12  Kan.  468. 

>T  Barker  ▼.  Habbard,  54  N.  H.689,ao 
Am.  Rep.  160. 

>«Munsoav.  Washb^d,  81  Conn.  8U6,  83 
Am.  Dec.  151. 


«•  Phelps  V.  Worcester,  11  N.  H.  61 ;  Dil- 
lon ▼.  Bowles,  8  Mo.  App.  419.  But  see 
Epperson  v.  Nugent,  57  Miss.  46,  84  Am. 
Rep.  434. 

30 Johnson  ▼.  Lines,  6  W.  &  S.  80;  Burg- 
hart  V.  Angerstein,  6  C.  &  P.  690;  Nichol- 
son V.  Spencer,  11  Ga.  610. 

31  Anson  Contr.,  112. 

3 1  Johnson  ▼.  Lines,  6  W.  &  S.  80,  40  Am. 
Dec.  542. 

ssWaiiing  v.  Toll,  9  Johns.  141;  Kline  v. 
L'Amoureuz,  2  Paige  419,  92  Am.  Dec.  669; 
Hoyt  V.  Casey.  114  Mass.  899,  19  Am.  Rep. 
871;  Trainer  v.  Trumbull,  141  Mass.  U&; 
Perrin  v.  Wilson,  10  Mo.  461:  Nichol  ▼. 
Steger,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  828, 6  Lea  898;  Decell 
V.  Lowenthal.  67  Miss.  331,  84  Am.  Rep. 
449. 
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One  who  trusts  an  infant  does  so  at  his  peril  and  can- 
not recover  for  the  price  of  articles  furnished  the  in- 
fant on  credit  as  necessaries,  if  he  was  already  suffi- 
ciently supplied.®* 

''What  are  necessaries?  To  determine  this  we  must  take  into  ac- 
count what  the  Infant  had  when  he  gave  the  order.  A  watch  may 
be  necessary,  but  if  the  infant  is  already  supplied  with  a  wateh  or 
watches,  the  one  ordered  could  not  be  a  necessary.  It  is  said,  how- 
ever, that  whether  the  infant  is  amply  supplied  is  not  to  be  regarded, 
where  the  tradesman  is  ignorant  of  the  fact.  If  this  were  so  the 
protection  which  is  given  to  the  infant  would  depend  entirely  on  the 
knowledge  of  the  tradesman,  and  the  infant  would  be  deprived  of  the 
protection  intended  to  be  afforded  him  by  the  law.  In  my  view  it  is 
Just  as  immaterial  whether  the  plaintiffs  did  or  did  not  know  of 
the  existing  supply,  as  it  Is  whether  they  did  or  did  not  know  that 
the  defendant  was  a  minor."" 

Where  an  infant  lives  with  his  father  or  even  his 
mother,  who  may  not  be  under  the  same  obligation  to 
support  him  as  the  father,  or  is  under  the  care  of  a  guar- 
dian, it  is  a  very  natural  and  reasonable  presumption 
that  he  is  properly  supplied  with  necessaries  and  he  is 
therefore  not  liable  for  anything  further  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  to  the  contrary.^®  If  a  parent  or  guardian 
has  furnished  the  infant  with  such  articles  as  he  re- 
garded ample  for  the  support  of  the  infant  according  to 
his  age  and  condition,  or  even  if  the  infant  has  been  fur- 
nished with  money  by  his  parent  or  guardian  or  by  an 
allowance  from  the  court,  sufficient  to  supply  him  with 
necessaries,  the  presumption  is  that  he  has  been  ade- 
quately and  properly  supplied,  and  one  who  seeks  to 
charge  the  infant  for  necessaries  in  addition  has  the 
burden  of  proving  that  such  is  not  the  fact'^ 


3  4Story  V.  Perry,  4  Car.  &  P.  686;  Pcrrin 
V.  Wilson,  10  Mo.  451;  Nicholson  v.  Spen- 
cer, 11  Ga.  607;  Kline  v.  L'Amoureux.  8 
Paige  419,  22  Am.  Dec.  652;  Johnson  t. 
Lines.  6  Watts  &  S.  80,  40  Am.  Dec.  548; 
Nicbol  V.  Stesrer,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  888.  6  Lea 
«88;  Ryder  v.  Wombwell.  L.  R.  4  Ex.  82. 

3  5  Barnes  v.  Toye,  18  Q.  B.  D.  410. 
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3  •  Assifirnees  of  Hull  v.  Connolly,  8  Mc- 
Cord  6, 15  Am.  Dec.  612;  Jones  ▼.  Colvin,  1 
McMull,  L.  14;  Perrin  v.  Wilson,  10  Mo. 
461;  State  v.  Cook,  12  Ired.  L.  67;  Freeman 
V.  Bridifer,  4  Jones  L.  1,  67  Am.  Dec.  258; 
Parsons  ▼.  Keys,  43  Tex .  657. 

3  7  Nicholson  v.  Spencer,  11  Ga.  607; 
Nicholson  v.  Wilborn,  IS  Ga.  467;  Rivers 
V.  Gregg,  5  Rich.  Eq.  274. 


CH.  v.]  THE  PARTIES.  §  138 

§137.    Borrowing  Money  for  Necessaries. 

An  infant  is  not  liable  at  law  for  money  borrowed  by 
him  to  pay  for  necessaries  although  actually  expended 
by  him  for  that  purpose,  though  he  is  liable  for  money 
directly  applied  by  the  lender  in  procuring  necessaries 
for  him.^  But  in  equity  the  infant  is  liable  for  money 
borrowed  and  actually  applied  by  him  for  the  payment 
of  necessaries.^  The  reason  why  an  infant  is  not  liable 
at  law  for  money  borrowed  by  him  to  pay  for  neces- 
saries, although  actually  expended  by  him  for  that  pur- 
pose, is  usually  stated  to  be  that  the  lender,  by  intrust- 
ing the  money  to  the  infant,  enables  him  to  waste  and 
misapply  it>  and  his  subsequent  proper  use  of  it  could 
not  confer  an  action  where  none  existed,  upon  the  con- 
tract of  lending  at  the  time  of  the  loan.  But  perhaps 
the  true  reason  why  the  lender  cannot  recover  at  law  is 
the  want  of  privity  between  the  lender  and  the  one  who 
supplies  the  necessaries.* 

§138.     Express  Contracts  for  Necessaries. 

Whether  an  infant  is  ever  bound  by  his  express  con- 
tract with  reference  to  the  price  or  value  of  necessaries 
furnished  him  has  been  disputed.  It  is  agreed,  however, 
that  he  cannot  be  held  for  more  than  their  reasonable 
value.  He  may  bind  himself  to  pay  what  they  are  rea- 
sonably worth,  but  not  what  he  may  foolishly  have 
agreed  to  pay  for  them.^  As  said  in  a  Massachusetts 
case: 


1  Reanby  &  Cuffer's   Case.   Godb.  219;  Hickman  v.  Hall's   Admrs.,   6   Litt.    388; 

Darby  v.  Boucher,  1  Salk.    279;   Swift  v.  Watson  v.  Cross,  2  Duvall  147;     Price  v. 

Bennett.  10  Gush.  486;  Randall  v.  Sweet,  1  Saunders,  00  Ind.  810. 

Denio4d0j   Smith  v.  Oliphant,  2  ^nd.  806;  3  Rivers  v.  Gregg,  5  Rich.     (Eq.)    374; 

Price  v.^nders,   60  Ind.   310:    Beeler  v.  Bradley  v.  Pratt.  SrVt.  378. 

Young,     Bibb.  619      ^^    ^  ^     ^,        ^^  x  Locke  v.  Smith,  41  N.  H.  841. 

«  Marlow   v.    Pitfield,  1  P.    Wms.  658; 
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"He  is  held  on  a  promiBe  implied  by  law  and  not  strictly  speak- 
ing on  his  actual  promise.  The  law  implies  the  promise  to  pay  from 
the  necessity  of  his  situation  just  as  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic.  In 
other  words  he  is  liable  to  pay  only  what  the  necessaries  were  reason- 
ably worth  and  not  what  he  may  improvidently  have  agreed  to  pay 
for  them."* 

Therefore  no  action  will  lie  against  the  infant  unless 
the  things  have  been  furnished  and  accepted  by  him — ^he 
cannot  make  a  binding  executory  agreement  to  pur- 
chase necessaries.  An  infant  away  from  home  leases  for 
a  year  a  room  or  a  house  in  which  to  live.  He  lives  in  it 
a  month  and  then  leaves  it.  He  is  liable  only  for  the 
reasonable  value  of  the  premises  for  the  month  he  occu- 
pied them.® 

§139.    Securities  Given  for  Necessaries. 

It  has  been  held  in  some  cases  .that  an  infant  cannot 
be  charged  on  a  special  contract  or  security  given  for 
necessaries^  as  for  example  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promis- 
sory note,*  or  an  account  stated,*  or  a  bond  with  a  pen- 
alty,* or  a  mortgage  deed.* 

These  conclusions  are  based  either  on  the  ground  that 
the  infant  could  not>  if  sued  upon  the  security,  show  by 
parol  the  actual  and  real  value  of  the  consideration  or 
on  the  ground  that  the  infant's  liability  is  quasi-con- 
tractual only. 

As  to  negotiable  paper  the  weight  of  authority  seems 
to  be  that  an  action  may  be  maintained  against  an  in- 

s  Trainer  v.  Trumbull,    I4l    Mass.  6S7;  Johns.  83;  Boucheil  ▼.  Clary,  8  Brev.  1S4; 

Smith  V.  Crohn,  87  S.  W.  Rep.  469  (Tex.).  Dubose  v.  Wbeddon,  4  McCord221;   Aaron 

3  Gregory  v.  Lee,  64  Conn.  107,  80  Atl.  v-  Harlcy,  6  Rich.  (L.)  86. 

Rep.  58;  Pccic  v.  Cain,  63  S.  W.  Rep.  177  «  Trueman  y.  Hurst,  1  T.  R.  40;  Stone  v. 

(Tex.).  Dennison,  18  Pick.  1, 28  Am.  Dec.  654. 

1  Williamson   v.   Watts,   1    Camp.   668;  3  Lawson  Rights,   Rem.   &    Pr.,  §  830; 

Morton  v.  Stewart,  5  111.  (App.)  533;  Fen-  Bliss  ▼.  Perryman,  8  111.    484;    Hussey  v. 

ton  V.  White,  4  N.  J.  (L.)  100;  McCrellis  v.  Jewett,  9  Mass.  101. 

Howe,  8  N.  H.  848;  McMinn  v.  Richmonda,  «  j^ 
6  Yerg.  9;     Swasey  v.  Vanderheyden,  10 
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fant  upon  his  n^otiable  paper  given  for  necessaries, 
either  by  the  original  payee  or  by  any  subsequent  holder 
and  that  plaintiff  may  recover  the  full  face  of  the  paper 
or  so  much  thereof  as  represents  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  necessaries;  for  infancy  can  be  shown  and  the  con- 
sideration of  the  paper  be  inquired  into>  no  matter  who 
may  be  plaintiff.*^  But  if  the  true  nature  of  the  infant's 
liability  for  necessaries  is  quasi-ctflntractual  it  would 
seem  that  the  action  on  the  express  promise  should  be 
allowed  in  no  case.® 

§140.     Province  of  Judge  and  Jury. 


As  to  the  province  of  judge  and  jury  respectively  in 
deciding  the  question  of  "necessaries'^  the  rule  is  as  fol- 
lows :  Evidence  being  given  of  the  things  supplied  and 
the  circumstances  of  the  infant^  the  court  determines 
whether  the  things  supplied  can  reasonably.be  consid- 
ered necessaries  at  all ;  and  if  it  comes  to  the  conclusion 
that  they  cannot,  the  case  may  not  even  be  submitted  to 
the  jury.  If  the  judge  concludes  that  the  question  is  an 
open  one,  and  that  the  things  supplied  are  such  as  may 
reasonably  be  considered  to  be  necessaries,  he  leaves  it 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  the  things  supplied  were  necessaries  as  a  fact. 
And  the  jury  determines  this  point,  taking  into  consid- 
eration the  character  of  the  things  supplied,  the  extent 
'to  which  the  infant  was  already  supplied  with  them, 
and  the  actual  circumstances  of  the  infant.^ 


s  Bradley  v.  Pratt,  28  Vt.  87b:  Earle  v. 
Reed,  10  Met.  887;  Dubose  y.  Wheddon,  4 
McCord  321:  Aaron  ▼.  Harley,  6  Rich.  L. 
20;  Askey  ▼.  Wniiams,  74  Tex.  294;  Rain- 
water ▼.  Durham,  2  Kott  &  McC.  624.  10 
Am.  Dec.  687;  Melton  v.  Katzenstein,  49  S. 
W.  Rep.  178  (Teji.). 

•  Williamson  v.  WatU,  1  Camp.  65S: 
Fenton  ▼.  White,  4  N.  J.  (L.)  Ill:  Ayert  ▼. 
Aums,  S7  Ind.  245. 


1  Beeler  ▼.  Younir,  1  Bibb.  619;  Tapper  ▼. 
Caldwell,  12  Met.  659,  40  Am.  Dec.  704, 
Merrtam  y.Cunningham,  11  Cush.40:  Grace 
V.  Hale,  2  Humph.  27,  86  Am.  Dec.  ^296; 
Jordan  v.  Coffield.  70  N.  C.  110;  Garr  ▼. 
H^skett,  86  Ind.  878;  McKanna  v.  Merry, 
61  111.  177:  Decell  v.  Lowenihal,  67  Miss.  381, 
34  Am.  Rep.  4491;  Bern  v.  Manning,  10  Vt. 
280:  Stron^r  v.  Foote,  4St  Conn.  208; Parsons 
V.  Keyes,  48  Tex.  657. 
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§141.     Ratification  after  Reaching  Majority. 

An  infant's  voidable  contract  may  be  confirmed  and 
ratified  by  him  after  he  reaches  his  majority/  and  this 
may  be  done  in  three  ways:  1.  By  an  express  ratifi- 
cation. 2.  By  an  implied  ratification  from  acts  and 
conduct.  3.  By  ,  omission  to  'disaffirm  the  contract 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  reaching  majority.* 

§142.     Express  Ratification  by  New  Promise, 

The  infant  on  coming  of  age  may  bind  himself  by  a 
new  promise  to  perform  the  contract  made  by  him  dur- 
ing his  infancy,  and  this  it  will  be  observed  is  an  illus- 
tration of  the  limited  class  of  cases  in  which  a  past  con- 
sideration is  allowed  to  support  a  subsequent  promise.* 
Where  a  new  promise  is  relied  upon  as  a  ratification  it 
must  be  made  to  the  other  party  or  his  agent,*  and  a 
mere  acknowledgment  is  not  sufficient;^  there  must  be 
a  direct  promise  or  the  language  used  mupt  show  a  wil- 
lingness and  intention  to  fulfill  the  contract* 

If  the  new  promise  is  conditional  it  must  be  shown 


1  He  can  never  ratify  while  his  infancy 
continues  for  this  would  be  givinehiin  pow- 
er to  malce  a  contract.  Corey  v.  Burton,  82 
Mich.  80;  Bank  of  Silver  Creeic  v.  Brown- 
ing, 16  Abb.  Pr.  2372. 

>  Little  V.  Duncan,  9  Rich.  (L.)  55,  64 
Am.  Dec.  760;  Tobey  v.  Wood,  128  Mass.  88, 
25  Am.  Rep.  27;  Norris  v.  Vance,  8  Rich. 
(Lv.)164.  In  Missouri  by  statute  an  infant's 
voidable  contract  msiy  be  ratified  in  four 
ways  and  in  these  four  ways  only,  viz.: 
First,  an  acknowledgment  of  or  promise  to 
pay  such  debt,  made  in  writing;  second,  a 
partial  payment  upon  such  debt:  third,  a 
disposal  of  part  or  all  of  the  property  for 
which  such  debt  was  contracted;  fourth,  a 
refusal  to  deliver  property  in  his  possession 
or  under  his  control,  tor  which  the  debt  was 
contracted,  to  the  person  to  whom  the  debt 
is  due,  on  demand  thereof  made  in  writing. 
Koerner  v.  Wilkinson,  96  Mo.  (App.)  610. 
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1  See  ante,  §  112;  Conklin  v.  Ogborn,  7 
Ind.  668;  Jefford  V.  Ringgold,  6  Ala.  644; 
Chandler  v.  Simmons,  97  Mass.  508,  98  Am. 
Dec.  117. 

sGoodsell  V.  Myers,  3  Wend.  479:  Bigelow 
v.  Grannis.  2  Hill  120;  Chandler  v.  Gvrover 
32Pa.St.  509:Hoitv.  Undcrhill,  9  N.  H. 
486,  32  Am.  Dec.  380;  Hodges  v.  Hunt,  82. 
Barb.  180;Mayer  v.  McLure,  86  Miss.  889,  r2 
Am.  Dec.  190. 

3  Benham  v.  Bishop,  9  Conn.  380, 23  Am. 
Dec.  858;  Fetrow  v.  Wiseman,  40  Ind. 
148;  Thompson  v.  Lay,  4  Pick.  48,  16  Am. 
Dec.  825;  Baker  v.  Kennctt,  54  Mo.  82;  Tib- 
bets  v.Gcrrish,  26  N.H.  41,57  Am.  Dec.  807; 
Turner  v.  Gaither,  83  N.C.857,35  Am.  Rep. 
674;  Hatch  v.  Hatch's  Estate,  60  Vl.  160. 

*  Benham  v.  Bishop,  9  Conn.  880, 28  Am. 
Dec.  858;  Minock  v.  Shortridge,  21  Mich. 
804;  Bennett  v.  Collins,  52  Conn.  1;  Dunlap 
V.  Hales,  i  Jones  (L.)  881. 
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that  the  condition  has  been  fulfilled.^  If  the  infant's 
new  promise  is  that  he  will  pay  his  debt  "as  soon  as  he 
is  able,"  or,  "as  soon  as  he  can"  no  action  can  be  sus- 
tained against  him  by  virtue  of  such  new  promise  with- 
out proof  of  his  ability  to  pay.* 

The  ratification  being  simply  a  waiver  of  the  objec- 
tion of  infancy  and  not  a  new  contract  may  be  verbal, 
although  the  contract  ratified  be  a  deed  of  conveyance, 
or  an  instrument  under  seal  generally,  or  any  contract 
required  by  law  to  be  in  writing.''  But  in  several  of 
the  states  a  promise  of  this  kind  is  unenforceable  unless 
in  writing.*  But  these  statutes  apply  simply  to  "new 
promises"  and  not  to  ratification  by  the  other  two  meana 
viz. :  by  conduct  and  by  failure  to  disaflftrm.^ 

§143.    Must  he  Made  with  Knowledge  of  Non- 

Liability. 

The  ratification  by  an  express  new  promise  must,  in 
order  to  amount  to  a  binding  ratification,  be  made  by 
the  party  with  full  knowledge  that  he  is  not  legally  lia- 
ble under  the  contract.^ 


sEverson  v.  Carpenter,  17  Wend.  419; 
Thompson  v.  Lay,  4  Pick.  48, 16  Am.  Dec. 
8S5;  Procter  ▼.  Sears,  4  Allen  06;  Bdgcrly 
V.  Shaw.  25  N.  H.  517,  57  Am.  Dec.  849. 

•Cole  V.  Saxby,  8  Esp.  159;  Thompaon  v. 
Lay,  4  Pick.  48. 16  Am.  Dec.  325;  Everson 
▼.  Carpenter,  17  Wend.  419;  Chandler  v. 
Glover**  Admr.,  82  Pa.  St.  609;  Slate  v. 
Bender,  81  All.  Rep.  215  (N.  J.). 

^Phillipsv.  Green,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  944; 
Wheaton  v.  East,  5  Yerg  41, 26  Am.  Dec. 
851;  Jefford's  Admr.  v.  Ringgold.  6  Ala. 
644;  West  ▼.  Penny,  16  Ala.  187;  Vaughan 
V.  Parr,  30  Ark.  600. 

•Stiroson  Am.  Stat.  L.  4147. 

BCornwall  v.  Hawkins,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  485, 
construing  the  similar  English  statute 
(Lord  Tenterden's  act);  Robinson  v.  Hos- 
kins.  14  Barb.  898. 


1  Alabama,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  tones,  73 
Miss,  zzo,  xgS.  W.  Rep.  105;  Harmer  v. 
Killing,  5  Esp.  108;  Tucker  v.  Moreland, 
10  Pet.  69, 1  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  224;  Curtin  v. 
Patton,  11  Serg.  &  R.  806;  Turner  v.  Gaith- 
er,  88  N.  C.  ^7,  86  Am.  Rep. 574;  Scott  v. 
Buchanan,  11  Humph.  468;  Norris  v. 
Vance.  8  Rich.  (L.)  164;  Petty  v.  Roberts, 
7  Bush  410;  Fetrow  v  Wiseman,  40  Ind. 
148;  Baker  v.  Kennett,  54  Mo.  82;  Owen  v. 
Long,  112  Mass.  408;  Plexner  v.  Dicker- 
son.  72  Ala.  818;  Hatch  ▼.  Hatch's  Estate, 
60  Vl.  160.  Other  cases,  however,  hold 
that  it  is  not  necessary  to  a  valid  ratifica- 
tion that  the  party  should  know  that  he  is 
not  legally  liable  by  reason  of  his  infancy. 
Morse  v.  Wheeler,  4  Allen  570:  Anderson 
V.  So  ward,  40  Ohio  St.  325.  48  Am.  Rep. 
687;  Ring  v.  Jamison,  2  Mo.  (App.>  584,  66 
Mo.  424*  Clark  V.  Vancourt,  100  Ind.  113, 
50  Am.  Rep.  774;  Bestor  v.  Hickey,  41  All. 
Rep.  565  (Conn.). 
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§144.     Effect  of  Ratification. 

A  ratification  once  validly  made  of  a  contract  entered 
into  by  the  party  while  an  infant  is  binding  upon  him, 
and  cannot  be  recalled  or  disaffirmed,^  and  it  relates 
back  to  the  time  the  contract  was  made  and  renders  it 
valid  from  the  beginning.*  But  it  must  be  made  before 
suit  brought  in  order  that  the  action  can  be  sustained 
against  a  plea  of  infancy.' 

Suit  should  be  brought  on  the  old  promise  or  contract 
and  if  infancy  is  set  up  in  defense  the  plaintiff  should 
reply  the  ratification.  This  is  the  proper  method  of 
pleading  when  a  contract  made  during  infancy  is  subse- 
quently ratified,  although  some  of  the  cases  intimate 
that  the  plaintiff  might,  in  case  the  defendant  had  made 
a  new  promise  after  coming  of  age,  declare  on  the  new 
promise.* 


§145.     Implied  Ratification  from  Acts  and  Conduct. 

If  the  infant  after  reaching  his  majority  accepts  the 
consideration  of  his  contract  made  during  his  infancy, 
his  ratification  of  it  will  be  implied,  as  where  he  has 
made  a  lease  during  his  minority  and  accepts  rent  after 
reaching  full  age,*  or  receives  interest  under  his  agree- 
ment,* or  accepts  the  purchase  price  of  property  sold 


1  Derrick  v.  Kennedy,  4  Port.  41;  McCar- 
thy V.  NlcroBi,  78  Ala.  882,  47  Am.  Rep. 
418;  Hastinsri  T.  Dollarhide,  84  Cal.  IK; 
Mustard  t.  Woblford's  Heirs,  15  Gratt. 
820.  76  Am.  Dec.  809. 

s  Cheshire  v.  Barrett,  4  McCord  S41,  17 
Am.  Dec.  736:  Reed  ▼.  Batchelder.  1  Met. 
M9:  West  V.  rennj,  16  Ala.  187;  McCor- 
mic  y.  LeflTgett,  8  Jones  (L.)  486:  Palmer 
V.  Miller,  86  Barb.  399;  Hall  v.  Jones,  21 
Md.  489;  Minock  v.  Shortridffe,  21  Mich. 
804. 

3 Thornton  v.  Illing^orth,  2  Barn.  &   C. 
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824;  Hycr  ▼.  Hyatt,  8  Cranch  C.  C.  276; 
Freeman  v.  Nichols.  188  Mass.  813;  AU 
drich  V.  Grimes,  10  N.  H.  194;  Martin  ▼. 
Byrom,  Dud.  (Ga.)  208. 

4 Hunt  ▼.  Massey,  6  Barn.  &  Adol.  90S; 
West  V.  Penny,  16  Ala.  187;  Stem  ▼.  Free- 
man, 4  Met.  (Ky.)  809:  Hodges  v.  Hunt, 
82  Barb.  150. 

lAsbfield  V.  Ashfield,  W.  Jones  157, 
Latch  197,  Godb.  864:  Smith  ▼.  Low,  1  Atk. 
489:  Slator  v.  Trimble.  14  Ir.  C.  L.  842. 

s  Franklin  v.  Thomebury,  1   Vem.   132. 
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by  him,®  or  receives  a  portion  of  the  consideration  for 
a  mortgage  of  his  property,*  or  receives  the  proceeds  of 
an  award,  pursuant  to  a  submission  of  his  claim  to  ar- 
bitration.*^ So  bringing  suit  on  the  contract  after  com- 
ing of  age  is  an  implied  ratification,^  or  retaining  either 
real  or  personal  property  purchased  by  him  during  in- 
fancy for  an  unreasonable  time  after  coming  of  age,^  or 
selling  or  conveying  the  property  to  a  third  person.® 

§146.    Diaafprmance  Before  Reaching  Majority. 

An  infant's  personal  contracts,  whether  executed  or 
executory,  may  be  disaffirmed  by  him  either  before  or 
after  he  reaches  his  majority,^  as  for  example,  his  sales 
or  exchanges  of  personal  property,*  his  purchases  of 
chattels,®  his  chattel  mortgages,*  his  contracts  of  ser- 
vice,*** or  of  partnership.® 

But  an  infant's  conveyance  of  realty  cannot  be  con- 


sFcrguson  v.  Bell's  Admr.,  17  Mo.  847; 
Doe  ex  dem.  McCormic  t.  Lefl^ffett,  8  Jones 
a.)  435,  427;  HiKbley  v.  Barron,  49  Mo. 
108. 

«Keegan  v.  Cox,  116  Mass.  289. 

s  Jones  V.  Phoenix  Bk.,  8  N.  Y.  228. 

•  Middleton  v.  Hofire»  5  Bash.  478. 

7Bovden  v.  Boyden,  9  Mei.  519;  Delano 
V.  Blake,  11  Wend.  85.  25  Am.  Dec.  617; 
Thomason  v.  Boyd,  18  Ala.  419;  Aldrich 
▼.  Grimes,  ION.  H.  194;  McKamy  v.  Coop- 
er, 81  Ga.  679;  Roberts  v.  Wirgin,  1  N.  H. 
78, 8  Am.  Dec.  88;  Brady  v.  McKenny,  28 
Me.  517;  Baker  v.  Kennett,  64  Mo.  82: 
Walsh  T.  Powers,  48  N.  T.  28,  8  Am.  Rep. 
654;Caliis  ▼.  Day,88  Wis.  648;  Hook  v. 
Donaldson,  9  Lea  56;  Ellis  v.  Alford.  64 
Miss.  8;  Armfield  v.  Tate,  7  Ired.  (L.)  258; 
Middleton  v.  Hog^e,  5  Bush.  478;  Ihley  v. 
Padcrett,  27  S.  C.  300;  Langdon  v.  Clayson, 
75  NOch.  904. 

8  Cheshire  ▼.  Barrett,  4  McCord  241.  17 
Am.  Dec.  785;  Lawson  v.  Lovejoy,  8  Me. 
406,  23  Am.  Dec.  586:  Robinson  v.  Hask- 
ins,  14  Bush.  898;  Shropshire  v.  Burns,  46 
Ala.  108;  Minock  v.  8hortridge.  21  Mich. 
804;  Lynde  v.  Budd,  2  Paige,  191,  21  Am. 
Dec.  84;  Walsh  v.  Powers,  48  N.  Y.  21;  8 
Am.  Rep.  654;  Thomas  v.  Pulis,  56  Mo. 
211;  Uecker  v.  Koehn,  21  Neb.  559,  50   Am. 


Rep.  849;  Buchanan  v.  Hubbard,    119  Ind 
187. 

I  Dixon  V.  Merritt,  21  Minn.  196;  Chapin 
V.  Shaf er,  49  N.  Y.  407-  Walker  v.  Ellis,  12 
111.  470;  Mustard  v.  Wohlford,  15  Gratt. 
829.  Contra  in  Michinfan,  Lansing  v.  R. 
C0..86N.  W.  Rep.  147. 

sShipman  v.  Horton,  17 Conn.  481;  Chap, 
in  V.  Shafcr.  49  N.  Y.  407;  Carr  v.  Clough 
26  N.  H.  280,  50  Am.  Dec.  .^5;  Towie  ▼' 
Dresser.  78  Me.  862;  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend. 
119,  81  Am.  Dec.  285;  Bailey  ▼.  Bamberg- 
er, 11  B.  Mon.  118;  Carpenter  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 45  Ind.  142. 

sCogley  V.  Cushman,  16  Minn.  397;  Rice 
V.  Boyer,  108  Ind.  478,  58  Am.  Rep.  53;  Ri- 
ley V.  Mallory,  88  Conn.  201;  Indianapolis 
Chair  Manfg.  Oo.  v.  Wilcox.  59  Ind.  429. 

*  State  V.  Plaisted,  48  N.  H.  413;  Coj^ley 
V.  Cushman,  16  Minn.  397;  Chapin  ▼.  Sha- 
fer,  49  N.  Y.  407;  Miller  ▼.  Smith,  26  Minn. 
248, 87  Am.  Rep.  407.  An  infant  may 
avoid  his  mortgage  of  real  estate  during 
his  minority  by  pleading  his  infancy  to  a 
suit  to  foreclose.  Schneider  v.  Staihr,  20 
Mo.  269. 

sVentv.  Osgood « 19  Pick.  578;  Ray  v. 
Hamea,  52  111.  485:  Clark  v.  Goddard,  89. 
Ala.  164,  84  Am.  Dec.    777. 

•  Adam  ▼.  Buell,  67Md.  53,  1    Am. 
Rep.  879. 
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clusively  avoided  by  him  until  he  reaches  full  age,^  al- 
though it  seems  he  may  enter  during  his  minority  and 
enjoy  the  profits.®  The  reason  which  permits  the  in- 
fant to  disaffirm  his  contracts  of  a  personal  nature  and 
those  relating  to  personal  property  during  his  minority 
does  not  apply  to  his  conveyance  of  land.  He  is  am- 
ply protected  while  his  infancy  lasts  by  his  right  to  en- 
ter and  take  the  profits. 

"The  true  rule  was  said  to  be  that  where  the  Infant  can  enter 
and  hold  the  subject  of  the  sale  till  his  legal  age,  he  shall  be  incap- 
able of  avoiding  till  that  time;  but  where  the  possession  is  changed, 
and  there  are  no  legal  means  to  hold  and  regain  it  in  the  meantime, 
the  infant,  or  his  guardian  for  him,  has  the  right  to  exercise  the 
power  of  rescission  Immediately;  that  the  common  law  gave  no  ac- 
tion or  other  means  by  which  the  mere  possession  of  personal  prop- 
erty could  be  reclaimed  and  held  subject  to  the  right  of  avoidance."* 

But>  where  an  infant's  contract  may  be  avoided  by 
him  during  his  minority,  it  is  never  imperative,  but  sim- 
ply a  privilege  which  the  law  gives  him  for  his  protec- 
tion at  his  pleasure.  After  he  becomes  of  age  he  may 
repudiate  as  well  as  confirm  any  of  his  voidable  con- 
tracts made  during  his,  minority. 

§147.     The  Right  to  Disaffirm. 

The  infant's  right  to  disaffirm  his  contracts  is  an  ab- 
solute right  paramount  to  all  equities  of  other  parties.. 
Hence  a  purchaser  of  -personal  property  from  the  ven- 


7Zouch  V.  Parsons,  8  Burr.  1794;  Staff- 
ord  ▼•  Roof«  9  Cow.  6S6;  Bool  ▼.  Mix,  17 
-Wend.  119,  81  Am.  Dec.  885;  Mattbewson 
V.  Johnson,  1  Hoff.  Ch.  MO;  Kilgore  ▼. 
Jord<Lni  17  Tex.  842;  Chapman  v. Chapman, 
ISlnd.  898;  Welch  v.  Bunce,  88  Ind.  882; 
Irvine  ▼.  Irvine,  6  Minn.  61 ;  Harrod  v. 
Myers,  31  Ark.  092,  76  Am.  Dec.  409;  Doe 
ex  dem.  McCormic  ▼.  Lefffirett,  8  Jones  (L.) 
425- Hastings  V.  Dollarhtde,  24  Cal.  195; 
McCarthy  ▼.  Nlcroei,  72  Ala.  882,  47  Am. 
Rep.  418;  Singer  Manfg.  Co.  v.  Lamb.  81 
Mo.  821.  No  case  has  oeen  cited  in  which 
an  infant  has  by  himself  or   guardian  at- 
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tempted  while  within  age  to  recover  lands 
passed  from  him  by  an  executed  convey- 
ance and  it  is  probable  that  none  such  can 
be  shown.  Cummings  v.  Powell,  8  Tex- 
80. 

8  Zouch  V.  Parsons,  3  Burr.  1794; Stafford 
V.  Roof,  B  Cow.  688;  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend. 
119,  81  Am.  Dec.  285:  Matthewson  v.  John- 
son, 1  Hoff.  Ch. 560; Cummings V.Powell, 8 
Tex.  80;  Harrod  v.  Myers,  81  Ark.  802,  78 
Am.  Dec.  400.  But  see  Shipley  v.  Bunn, 
195  Mo.  445. 

•  Cummings  v.  Powell,  8  Tex.  80. 
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dee  of  an  infant  although  a  purchaser  for  value  and 
without  notice  cannot  hold  the  property  as  against  the 
infant  who  chooses  to  rescind  his  contract  of  sale.^ 
Nor  is  a  bona  fide  holder  of  a  negotiable  instrument  for 
value  before  maturity  and  without  notice,  protected 
against  the  plea  of  infancy.^  And  an  infant  may  avoid 
his  deed  of  conveyance  or  executory  contract  to  convey 
real  property  as  against  a  subsequent  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser from  his  grantee  or  vendee  for  value,  and  with- 
out notice  of  the  fact  of  infancy.^  The  disaffirmance 
of  his  contract  is  not  a  fraudulent  act  which  will  avoid 
it  or  render  the  infant  liable  at  law  as  for  fraud,  or 
against  which  a  court  of  equity  will  relieve  on  that 
ground.*  For  although  in  one  sense  it  is  always  a 
wrong  and  an  injury  for  a  person  laboring  under  a  dis- 
ability to  enter  into  a  contract  and  enjoy  its  fruits  and 
thereafter  to  repudiate  it  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other 
party ;  yet  l^al  fraud  cannot  be  predicated  of  such  con- 
duct by  a  minor  where  it  has  not  been  marked  by  any 
element  of  deceit  or  intentional  wrong,  because  the 
right  of  disaffirmance  is  the  privilege  which  the  law  at- 
taches to  the  condition  of  disability  and  of  this  right  all 
men  are  bound  to  take  notice.^ 


§148.    Disaffirmance  Must  he  in  Toto. 

A  disaffirmance  or  a  ratification  by  the  infant  must  be 
in  toto;  if  he  disaffirms  or  ratifies  a  part  of  the  agree- 


1  Hill  ▼.  Anderson,  6  Sm.  &  M.  216.  v.  Webb,  17  S.  C.  568,  48  Am.  Rep.  629. 

2  Howard  y.  Simpkins,  70  Ga.  822.  <  Tucker  ▼.  MoreUnd,  10  Pet.  60:  Clam- 
»  Mustard   v.   Wohlford's     Heirs,      15  organ  v.  I^ne,  0  Mo.  442jHuth  v.  Carond- 

Gratt.  880.  76  Am.  Dec.  200;  Harrod  v.  My-  fi«.  «tc..  R.  Co..  66  Mo.  202;  Burns  v.  Hill, 

ers.  21  Ark.  602,  76  Am.  Dec.  409:  Jenkins  V.  {?  Ga   22;  Seabrookv^  Gregg,  2  S.  C.  68: 

Jenkins,  12  Iowa  196;  Mills  v.  Lingerman,  Brantley  v.  Wolf,  60  Miss.  m. 

34  Ind.  886;  Buchanan  v.  Hubbard,  96  Ind.  »  Brantley  v.  Wolf,  60  Miss.  420. 
1;  Brantley  y.  Wolf,  60  Miss.  420;  Mc  Morris 
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ment  he  disaffirms  or  ratifies  it  all.^  An  infant  who 
purchases  lands  or  chattels  can  not  on  coming  of  age 
retain  the  property  and  repudiate  his  note  given  for  the 
price  or  other  agreement  upoli  which  he  obtained  the 
property.^  Where  an  infant  purchases  land  or  chattels 
and  gives  back  a  mortgage  thereon  to  secure  the  price^ 
the  conveyance  or  transfer  and  the  mortgage  constitute 
but  one  transaction  and  the  infant  can  not  avoid  the 
mortgage  without  also  avoiding  the  conveyance  op 
transfer,  or  in  other  words  he  can  not  repudiate  the  one 
and  affirm  the  other ;  and  if  after  coming  of  age  he  rati- 
fies the  purchase,  he  thereby  necessarily  ratifies  the 
mortgage.* 


I 


/  §149.     Form  of  Disaffirmance. 

It  is  not  essential  that  the  infant  should  expressly 
disaffirm  his  contract,  it  being  enough  that  he  does  some 
positive  act  inconsistent  with  it  and  from  which  his  in- 
tention not  to  be  bound  by  it  may  be  implied  ;^  and 
therefore  any  act  on  his  part  unequivocally  manifesting 
his  intention  to  disaffirm  his  contract  will  be  sufficient 
Some  early  cases  hold  that  deeds  operating  under  the 
statute  of  usee  and  statutory  grants  executed  by  infants 
must  be  disaffirmed  by  entry  or  some  other  act  of  equal 
notoriety  with  the  original  conveyance ;  a  re-entry,  how- 


1  Roberts  ▼.  Wiggin,  1  N.  H.  73,  8  Am. 
Dec.  88;  Lynde  v.  Budd,  2  Paige,  191,  21  Am. 
Dec.  84;  Bigelow  v.  Kinney,  3  Vt.  353,  21 
Am.  Dec.  689;  Lowery  v. Drake,  1  Dana,  46; 
Skinner  v.  Maxwell.  66  N.  C.  45;  Young  v. 
McKee,  18  Mich.  666. 

2  Kitchen  v.  Lee,  11  Paige,  107,  42  Am. 
Dec.  101 ;  Henry  v.  Root,  33  N.  Y.  586;  Weed 
V.  Beebe,  21  vt.  495;  Philpot  v.  Sandwich 
Mfg.  Co.,  18  Neb.  64;  Armfield  v.  Tate,  7 
Ired.  (L.)258;  Bennett  v.  McLaughlin,  13 
111.  App.  349. 

3 Roberts  ▼.  Wiggin,  1  N.  H.  78, 8  Am.  Dec. 
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88;  Dana  v.  Coombs,  6  Me.  89. 19  Am.  Dec. 
194;  Lynde  v.  Budd,  2  Paige,  191,  21  Am. 
Dec.  84;  Bigelow  v.  Kinney,  8  Vt.  363,  21 
Am.  Dec.  589;  Young  ▼.  McKee,  18  Mich. 
F&2\  Curtiss  V.  McDougal,  26  Ohio  St.  66- 
Callis  V.  Day,  38  Wis.  643;  Uecker  v.  Koehn, 
21  Neb.  559.  69  Am.  Rep.  849;  Betts  v.  Car- 
roll, 6  Mo.  App.  578. 

1  Mustard  v.  Wohlford,  16  Gratt.  829.  7« 
Am.  Dec.  209;  Illinois  Land  Co.  ▼.  Beem. 
2  III.  App.  390;  Roberts  v.  Wiggin.  1  N.  H. 
8,  78  Am.  Dec.  88;  Dixon  v.  Merritt,  21 
Minn.  196. 
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ever,  not  being  indispensable  as  in  case  of  feoffments.* 
The  better  opinion,  however,  is  that  any  act  of  the  in- 
fant unequivocally  manifesting  an  intention  to  dis- 
affirm his  deed  or  contract,  is  sufficient.^  In  Singer 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Lam6/  Maetin,  C,  says : 


"The  ancient  doctrine  which  required  the  diBaffirming  act  to  be 
of  as  high  and  solemn  a  character  as  the  act  disaffirmed  has  no  place 
in  modem  law.  The  disaffirming  act  need  take  no  particular  form 
or  expression.  The  deed  of  a  minor  may  he  avoided  by  acts  and  de- 
clarations disclosing  an  unequivocal  intent  to  repudiate  the  bind- 
ing force  and  effect  of  it  as  a  valid  instrument." 

A  distinction  has  been  made  between  the  nature  of 
the  acts  which  are  sufficient  to  ratify  an  infant's  deed  or 
other  contract  and  those  which  are  required  to  disaffirm 
it.     Says  Steong^,  J.,  in  Irvine  v.  Irvine  :** 

"There  is  a  well  recognized  distinction  between  the  nature  of  those 
acts  which  are  necessary  to  avoid  an  infant's  deed  and  the  character 
of  those  that  are  sufficient  to  confirm  it.  .  .  .  There  is  reason 
for  this  distinction  between  the  effect  of  acts  in  avoidance  and  that 
of  acts  of  confirmation.  We  have  seen  that  an  infant's  deed  is  not 
void;  it  passes  the  title  of  the  land  to  the  grantee.  Now  if  the  deed 
be  avoided  the  ownership  of  the  land  is  transferred.  The  seisin  is 
changed.  There  is  fitness  in  a  rule  that  title  to  land  shall  not  pass 
by  acts  less  solemn  than  a  deed;  that  its  ownership  shall  not  be 
divested  by  anything  inferior  to  that  which  conferred  it.  On  the 
other  hand  a  confirmation  passes  no  title;  it  afCects  no  change  of 
property;  it  disturbs  no  seisin.  It  is  therefore  itself  an  act  of  a 
character  less  solemn  than  is  the  act  of  avoiding  a  deed,  and  it  may 
well  be  effected  in  a  less  formal  manner." 

§150.    Same — Implied  Disaffirmance. 

Therefore  the  following  acts  on  the  part  of  the  infant 
have  been  held  to  show  a  disaffirmance,  viz.,  a  sale  of 

>  Bool  V.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119,  31  Am.  Dec.  Allen  ▼.  Poole,  64  Miss.  323;  McCarthy  v. 

286:   Voorhies  V.  Voorbies,   24  Barb.   ISO;  Nicrosi,  72  Ala.  832, 47  Am.  Rep.  418;  Singer 

Dominick  v.  Michael,  4  Sand.  374.  Manfr.  Co.  v.  Lkmb,  81  Mo.  221;  Bagley  v. 

a  Drake's  Lessee  v.  Ramsay,  6  Ohio  251;  Fletcher,  44  Ark.  163. 

White  V.  Flora,  3  Over.  426;  State  v.  Plaisi-  *  81  Mo.  226. 

ed,  43  N.  H.  413;  Coglev  v.  Cushman,  16  5  g  Waii    817 
Minn.  397;  Long  v.  Williams,  74  Ind.  115; 
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personal  property  to  one  person  previously  mortgaged 
by  him  to  another,^  his  execution  of  a  second  mortgage 
deed  or  lease  of  property  previously  mortgaged,  con- 
veyed or  leased  to  another,^  his  institution  after  coming 
of  age  of  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  the  land 
previously  conveyed  by  him,^  or  his  plea  of  infancy  to  a 
suit  to  enforce  a  contract  made  during  infancy.* 

« 

§151.     When  Disaffirmance  Required— Lapse  of  Time. 

Some  contracts  are  binding  upon  the  infant  unless  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  disaffirmed ;  others  are  not  binding 
on  him  unless  expressly  or  impliedly  ratified.  The  rule 
is  that  where  an  infant  acquires  an  interest  in  per- 
manent  property  to  which  obligations  attach,  or  enters 
into  a  contract  which  involves  continuous  rights  and 
d/uties,  benefits  and  liabilities,  and  has  taken  benefits 
under  the  contract,  he  will  be  bound  unless  he  expressly 
disclaims  the  contract.  On  the  other  hand,  a  promise 
to  perform  some  isolated  act,  or  a  contract  wholly  exec- 
utory, will  not  be  binding  upon  the  infant  unless  he  ex- 
pressly ratifies  it  upon  coming  of  age.^ 

Thus  if  an  infant  who  has  purchased  chattels  contin- 
ues to  hold  them  for  an  unreasonable  time  after  coming 
of  age,  without  any  act  of  disaffirmance,  he  will  be 
bound  by  his  contract,  for  his  act  is  of  itself  inconsistent 


1  State  V.  Planted.  4a  N.  H.  418:  State  v. 
Howard,  88  N.  C.  650;  Chapin  ▼.  Shafer,  49 
N.  Y.  407. 

«  Tucker  v.  Moreland,  10  Pet.  69,  1  Am. 
Lead.  Gas.  2St4;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Wallace 
V.  CarpeDter,  11  Johns.  639;  Bool  v.  Mix, 
17  Wend.  119,  31  Am.  Dec.  286;  Peterson  v. 
Laik.  24  Mo.  541, 69  Am.  Dec.  441;  Hastings 
▼.DoIlarbide,84  Cal.l06;  Dawson  v. Holmes, 
30  Minn.  107:  Basley  v.  Fletcher,  44 
Ark.  168;  Corbett  v.  Spencer,  68  Mich.  781 ; 
Vallandingham  ▼.  Johnson,  85  Ky.  288.  But 
if  the  execution  of  the  second  instrument 
is  consistent  with  the  continued  existence 
of  the  first  there  is  no  di»afiirmance  and  it 
remains  unaffected   by  it.   Singer  Manfg. 
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Co.  V.  Lamb,  81  Mo.  281;  Stuart  ▼.  Baker, 
17  Tex.  417;   Allen  v.  Poole.  54  Miss.  823. 

3  Drake  v.  Rainey,  6  Ohio  251;  Webb  v. 
Hall,  86  Me.  886;  Cole  v.  Pennoyer,  14  111. 
168;  Birch  v.  Linton,  78  Va.  584,  49  Am. 
Rep.  381;  Harris  v.  Ross,  86  Mo.  89. 66  Am. 
Rep.  411;  Craig  v.  Van  Bibber.  100  Mo.  584; 
Gillespie  v.  Bailey,  12  W.  Va.  70,  29  Am. 
Rep.  445;  Tunison  v.  Chamblin,  88  111.  378. 

*  Strain  v.  Wright,  7  Ga.  668;  Freeman 
V.  Nichols,  138  Mass.  313:  Shrock  v.  Crowl, 
88  Ind.  243;  Sparr  v.  R.  Co.,  25  Fla.  186. 

iLaw  V.  Long,  41  Ind.  586;  Scranton  v. 
Stewart,  52  Ind.  68;  State  v.  Rosseau,  94 
N.  C.  356;  Boody  ▼.  McKenney,23  Me.617; 
Beardsley  v.  Hotchkiss,  96  N.  Y.  901. 
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with  any  other  idea  than  that  of  ownership.*  So  if  an 
infant  purchases  and  takes  a  conveyance  of  real  prop- 
erty, or  makes  an  exchange  of  lands,  or  enters  into  an 
agreement  to  purchase  lands  and  goes  into  possession, 
he  must  for  like  reasons  elect  to  disaffirm  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  attaining  full  age,  or  he  will  be  held 
to  have  ratified  the  transaction  by  his  acquiescence,* 

Stockholders  who  become  possessed  of  their  shares 
during  infancy  are  liable  for  calls  which  accrued  while 
they  were  infants. 

"They  have  been  treated  therefore  as  persona  In  a  different  situa- 
tion from  mere  contractors,  for  then  they  would  have  been  exempt; 
but  in  truth,  they  are  purchasers  who  have  acquired  an  interest,  not 
in  a  mere  chattel,  hut  in  a  8uhject  of  a  permanent  -nature,  either 
by  contract  with  the  company,  or  purchase  or  devolution  from  those 
who  have  contracted,  and  with  certain  obligations  attached  to  It, 
which  they  were  bound  to  discharge,  and  have  thereby  been  placed 
in  a  situation  analogous  to  an  infant  purchaser  of  real  estate  who 
has  taken  possession,  and  thereby  becomes  liable  to  all  the  obliga- 
tions attached  to  the  estate;  for  instance,  to  pay  rent  in  the  case 
of  a  lease  rendering  rent,  and  to  pay  a  fine  due  on  the  admission  in 
the  case  of  a  copyhold  to  which  an  infant  has  been  admitted,  unless 
they  have  elected  to  waive  or  disagree  the  purchase  altogether,  either 
during  infancy  or  at  full  age,  at  either  of  which  times  it  is  compe- 
tent for  an  infant  to  do  so."  * 

On  the  same  principle,  where  an  infant  held  himself 
out  as  a  partner,  until  he  came  of  age,  and  then  though 
ceasing  to  act  as  partner  did  nothing  to  disaffirm  the 


sBoyden  v.  Boyden«  0  Mete.  519;  Delano 
V.  Blake,  11  Wend.  86,  S6  Am.  Dec.  617; 
Alexander  v.  Heriot,  Bail.  (Ea.)  228:  Thorn- 
asson  V.  Boyd,  18  Ala.  419;  Aldrich  y. 
Grimes,  10  N.  H.  194;  McKamy  ▼.  Cooper, 
81  Ga.  679;  Cheshire  ▼.  Barrett,  4  McCord 
941. 17  Am.  Dec.  785;  Eubanks  v.  Peak.  2 
Bail.  (L.)  497:  Lawson  ▼.  Lovejoy,  8  Me. 
406,  23  Am.  Dec.  526;  Boodyv.  McKenney, 
S3  Me.  517;  Deason  v.  Boyd,  1  Dana  45; 
Shropshire  v.  Burns, 46  Ala.  lOnS;  Minock  v. 
Shortridge,  21  Mich.  304. 


sKoberts  ▼.  Wifi-nn,  l  in.  H.7S,SAm. 
Dec.  88;  Boody  v.  MeKenney,  23  Me.  517; 
Baker  ▼.    Kennett,   54   Mo.  82;  Walsh  ▼. 


Powers.  48  N.  Y.  23,  3  Am.  Rep.  654;  Callis 
V.  Day,  38  Wis.  648;  Hook  v.  Donaldson,  9 
Lea  56;  Ellis  ▼.  Alford,  64  Miss.  8;  Evelyn 
V.  Chichester.  8  Burr.  1717;  Armfield  v. 
Tate,7  Ired.  (L.)258;  Middleton  v.  HoRe, 
5  Bush  478.  What  is  a  reasonable  time  de- 
pends upon  the  circumstance  of  each  case. 
Green  v.  Wildinsr,  59  Iowa  679. 44  Am. 
Rep.  606.  A  delay  of  two  years  has  been 
held  unreasonable.  Wrigfht  ▼.  Germain, 
21  Iowa  685.  So  has  four  months.  Stout 
▼.  Merrill,  35  Iowa  47. 

*  North    Western,   etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Michael,  5  Ex.  114. 
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partnership  he  was  held  liable  for  debts  which  accrued 
after  he  became  of  aga     Said  the  court : 

"The  Infant  by  holding  himself  out  as  a  partner,  contracted  a 
continual  obligation  and  that  obligation  remains  till  he  thinks  proper 
to  put  an  end  to  It  .  .  .  .  If  he  wished  to  be  understood  as 
no  longer  continuing  a  partner,  he  ought  to  have  notified  It  to  the 
world.'" 

In  regard  to  conveyances  of  land  made  by  an  infant 
it  is  well  settled  that  one  holding  lands  under  an  in- 
fant's deed  has  a  good  title,  subject  to  be  defeated  only 
by  the  infant's  disaffirmance  of  the  deed.®  Disaffirm- 
ance of  the  deed  must  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  infant  reaches  his  majority ;  but  what  is  a  rea- 
sonable time,  and  whether  there  is  any  limit  other  than 
the  statute  of  limitations,  is  a  question  upon  which  the 
authorities  are  in  conflict.  In  some  States  the  infant 
must  avoid  a  deed  of  his  lands  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  attaining  his  majority  or  he  will  be  bound  by  his 
acquiescence.'^  But  the  rule  in  most  of  the  States  is 
that  the  infant  is  not  barred  by  mere  acquiescence  for  a 
shorter  period  than  that  prescribed  by  the  statute  of 
limitations.® 


sGoode  V.  Harrison,  5  B.  &  Aid.  159. 

sHaynes  v.  Bennett,  53  Mich.  16;  Green 
V.  Green,  69  N.  Y.  653;  Irvine  v.  Irvine,  9 
Wall.  617;  Scranton  v.  Stewart.  68  Ind.  68; 
Goodnow  V.  Empire  Lumber  Co.,  31  Minn. 
468;  Veal  v.  Forston,  57  Tex.  482;  Illinois, 
etc.,  V.  Bonner,  75  III.  515. 

7 Hastings  v.  Dollarhide,  34  Gal.  195; 
Kline  v.  Becbc,  6  Conn.  494;  Wallace's 
Lessee  v.  Lewis,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  75;  Nathans 
V.  Arkwriifht,  69  Ga.  179;  Keil  v.  Healy.  84 
111.  104,  26  Am.  Rep.  434;  Sims  v.  Bardoner, 
86  Ind.  87,  44  Am.  Rep.  263;  Goodnow  v. 
Empire  Lumber  Co.,  31  Minn.  468,  47  Am, 
Rep.  798;  O'Brien  v.  Gaslin,  20  Neb.  347; 
Scott  v.  Buchanan,  11  Humph.  468,  Binj;:- 
ham  V.  Barley,  65  Tex.  281.  40  Am.  Rep. 
801;  Bisrelow  v.  Kinney,  3  Vt.  863,  21  Am. 
Dec.  5^. 

8 Davis  V.  Dudley,  70  Me.  236,  35  Am. 
Rep.  818;  Prout  v.  Wiley,  28  Mich.  164; 
Baker  v.  Kennett,  64  Mo.  82:  Heeth  v.  Car. 
Mar.  and  Dock  Co.,  56  Md.  207;  Goodnow 
V.  Empire  Lumber  Co.,  82  Minn.  466, 47 
Am.  Rep.  798;  Richardson  v.  Pate,  98  Ind. 
423:  Bingham  v.  Barley,  55  Tex.  281;  Sims 
V.  Everhardt.  102  U.  S.  300;  Tucker  v. 
Moreland.  10  Pet.  59, 1  Am.  Lead.  Cas,  224; 
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McCarthy  v.  Nicroai,  72  Ala.  882,  47  Am. 
Rep.  418;  Steele  v.  Harris,  51  Ark.  294; 
Haflfert  v.  Miller,  86  Ky.  572;  Allen  v. 
Poole,  64  Miss.  32.3:  Peterson  v.  Laik,  24 
Mo.  541.  69  Am.  Dec.  441;  Green  v.  Green. 
69  N.  Y.  563.  25  Am.  Rep.  288;  Hoyle  v. 
Stowe,  2  Dev.  &  B.  820:  Cresinger  v.  Welch. 
15  Ohio  156,  45  Am.  Dec.  565;  Birch  v.  Lin- 
ton, 78  Va.  584.  49  Am.  Rep.  381;  Gillespie 
V,  Bailey,  12  W.  Va.  70,  29  Am.  Rep.  446; 
Bagley  v.  Fletcher.  44  Ark.  158;  Petty  v. 
Roberts,  7  Bush  410;  Brantley  v.  Wolf,  60 
Miss.  420;  Wilson  v.  Branch,  77  Va.  65,  46 
Am.  Rep.  709.  But  lapse  of  time  taken  in 
connection  with  other  circumstances,  as 
retention  of  the  consideration  b^  the 
grantor  after  coming  of  age,  standing  by 
and  seeing  improvements  made  upon  the 
land  and  the  like,  may  amount  to  a  ratifica- 
tion or  estop  the  grantor  from  avoiding  the 
deed.  Irvine  v.  Irvine,  9  W^all.  617;  Davis 
V.  Dudley,  70  Me.  236,  85  Am.  Rep.  818; 
Wallace  v.  Latham,  52  Mich.  291;  Allen  v. 
Poole,  54  Miss.  328;  Thomas  v.  PuUis,  56 
Mo.  211;  Drake  v.  Ramsey,  5  Ohio  251; 
Cresinger  v.  Welch.  15  Ohio  156,  45  Am. 
Dec.  565;  Birch  v.  Linton,  78  Va.  584,  49 
Am.  Rep.  881;  Gillespie  v.  Bailey,  12  W. 
Va.  70,  29  Am.  Rep.  445. 
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§152.     Effect  of  Disaffirmance. 

The  disafiGirmance  of  an  infant's  contract  annuls  or 
renders  it  void  on  both  sides  ab  initio.^  Therefore  if  a 
grantor  disaffirms  a  deed  executed  during  infancy  he 
may  charge  the  grantee  for  rents  during  the  entire  time 
that  he  occupied  the  land,  claiming  under  the  deed.'  If 
the  possession  of  his  real  estate  has  passed  from  him, 
the  title  is  revested  in  him  by  the  disaffirmance  and  he 
can  without  any  doubt  recover  the  land  if  it  is  still  in 
the  hands  of  the  party  who  contracted  with  him,  and  if 
it  has  been  transferred  even  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for 
value  he  may,  as  we  have  seen,  still  recover  it  If  he 
sells  his  real  property  but  has  retained  possession,  no 
affirmative  action  on  his  part  is,  of  course,  required.  If 
he  sells  and  delivers  his  personal  property  the  title  is 
likewise  revested  in  him  on  disaffirming  the  contract, 
and  he  is  entitled  to  the  property  in  whosesoever  hands 
it  may  be  and  may  retake  the  same  and  may  maintain 
an  action  of  replevin  or  trover  for  it.* 

Where  services  have  been  performed  by  a  minor  in 
partial  or  entire  execution  of  an  express  contract,  and 
he  avoids  it,  he  may  recover  the  value  of  the  services 
rendered.* 

If  the  infant  has  received  no  benefit  from  the  contract 
he  may  on  disaffirming  it  recover  back  any  money  which 
he  may  have  paid,  and  he  has  the  same  right  when  he 
restores  or  offers  to  restore  property  obtained  by  him 
by  virtue  of  the  contract.^     Restoration  is  not  necessary 


iBoyden  v.  Boyden,  g  Met.  519;  Mustard 
V.  Wohlford*8  Heirs,  15  Gratt.  329,  76  Am. 
Dec.  209;  French  ▼.  McAndrew,  61  Mass. 
187;  Rice  ▼.  Boyer,  106  Ind.  472,  58  Am. 
Rep.  58;  Hoyt  ▼.  Wilkinson,  57  Vt.  40t. 

'French  ▼.  McAndrew,  61  Miss.  187. 

aShjpman  v.  Horton,  17  Conn.  481;  Bail- 
ey v.  Bamberger,  11  B.  Mon.  113;  Towle 
V.  Dresser,  78  Me.  252;  Bloomingdale  v. 
Chittendon,  74  Mich.  C06. 

4Gaffney     v.    Hayden,   110  Mass.   187; 


Whitmarsh  v.  Hall,  8  Denio  375;  Derocher 
V.  Continental  Mills,  58  Me.  217;  Vehue  v. 
Pinkham,  60  Me.  142;  Ray  v.  Haines,  52 
III.  485. 

s  McCarthy  v.  Henderson,  188  Mass.  310; 
Robinson  v.  Weeks,  56  Me.  102;  Shurtleff 
V.  Millard,  12  R.  I.  272,  34  Am.  Rep.  640; 
Ruchizky  v.  DeHaven,  97  Pa.  St.  202; 
Riley  V.  "Mallory,  33  Conn.  801;  House  v. 
Alexander,  105  Ind.  100,  55  Am.  Rep.  189; 
Sparman  v.  Keim,  8:^  N  Y.  245;  Heath  v. 
Stevens,  48  N.  H.  251. 
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however  if  the  property  has  been  taken  from  him  either 
by  the  vendor  or  some  third  person.* 

And  he  is  bound  to  restore  if  it  is  in  his  power  to  do 
so.^  But  where  he  has  during  minority  wasted  or 
squandered  the  consideration,  he  is  not  required  to  re- 
turn an  equivalent,  for  otherwise  his  privilege  would 
fail  to  protect  him  when  most  needed.  It  is  to  guard 
against  the  improvidence  which  is  incident  to  his  imma- 
turity that  the  privil^e  of  avoiding  his  contracts  is 
allowed.® 

§153.     Plea  of  Infancy  Personal  to  Infant. 

Infancy  is  a  personal  privilege  of  which  no  one  is 
permitted  to  take  advantage  except  the  infant  himself,^ 
and  hence  a  stranger  to  the  contract  can  not  assert  that 
it  is  not  binding  because  entered  into  by  an  infant.* 


sWhitcomb  v.  Joilyn,  51  Vt.  79,  81  Am. 
Rep.  678;  Lcmmon  ▼.  Beeman,  46  Ohio  St. 
606. 

vBrandonv.  Brown,  106111.  619;  Whit- 
comb  V.  Joslyn,  61  Vt.  79,  SI  Am.  Rep.  678; 
Lemmon  v.  Beeman,  46  Ohio  St.  006;  Carr 
V.  Clough,  26  N.  H.  280.  69  Am.  Dec.  846; 
Manninfif  v.  Johnson,  26  Ala.  446,  62  Am. 
Dec.  732;  Green  v.  Green,  69  N.  Y.  668, 
S6  Am.  Dec.  238;  Miller  v.  Smith,  M  Minn. 
S48.  37  Am.  Rep.  407;  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R. 
Co.  V.  Hiffffins,  44  Ark.  298;  Craig  v.  Van 
Bibber,  100  Mo.  584;  Carey  v.  Burton,  32 
Mich.  80;  Musurd  v.  Wohlford's  Heirs,  16 
Gratt.  829.  76  Am.  Dec.  209;  Gillespie  y. 
Bailey,  12  W.  Va.  70,  29  Am.  Rep.  446. 

•Chandler  v.  Simmons,  97  Mass.  006;  Mc- 
Carty  ▼.  Henderson,  188  Mass.  810;  Whit- 
comb  V.  Joslyn,  61  Vt.  79;  Green  v.  Green, 
69  N.  Y.  658;  Eureka  Co.  ▼.  Edwards,  71 
Ala.  248,  46  Am.  Rep.  814;  Fereuson  ▼. 
Bobo,  64Mtss.  121;  Lemmon  v.  Beeman, 
46  Ohio  St.  606:  Paul  v.  Smith,  41  Mo. 
(App.)  284;  Reynolds  ▼.  McCurry,  100  111. 
856;  and  see  cases  cited  in  last  note.  Cases 
may  be  found  in  the  books  where  it  is 
laid  down  on  the  one  side  that  an  infant 
cannot  avoid  his  contract  and  recover  back 
his  money  or  property  without  oflfering  to 
restore  the  consideration  which  he  re- 
ceived (Rice  V.  Butler,  160  N.  Y.  678,  66  N. 
E.  Rep.  275,  reversing  same  case,  49  N.  Y. 
<Supp.)  494;  Johnson  v.  Ins.  Co.,  56  Minn. 
365,  and  such  is  the  rule  under  the  English 
atatute.  Valentine  v.  Canali,  24  Q.  B.  D. 
167.),  and  on  the  other  hand  that  the  infant 
may  disaffirm  and  recover  back  without 
any  condition  as  to  restoring  the  consid- 
«ratfon  received  by  him.    Napier  v.  Chap- 
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pell.  62  S.  W.  Rep.  21  (Ky.).  See  the  cases 
collected  in  note  in  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  667- 
674.  Neither  of  these  rules  can  stand  with 
the  law  as  laid  down  in  the  text,  which  is 
supported  by  the  best  considered  of  the 
adjudications  on  the  question.  In  Gillis  v. 
Goodwin,  I90  Mass.  140, 61  N.  E.  Rep.  818, 
an  infant  had  purchased  a  bicycle  on  time 
payments  After  using  the  bicycle  (which 
was  not  a  necessary)  K>r  some  time  he  dis- 
affirmed the  contract  and  sued  for  the 
money  he  bad  paid.  It  was  held  that  he 
could  recover  and  that  the  defendant  was 
not  entitled  to  anything  for  the  rent  and 
use  of  the  bicycle  while  it  was  being  used 
by  the  infant.  Rice  v.  Butler,  supra,  is 
squarely  in  conflict  with  this   decision. 

1  Shropshire  v.  Burns,  46  Ala.  106;  Has- 
tings V.  Dollarhide,  24  Cal.  196:  Frazier  v. 
Massey,  14  Ind.  882;  Beeler  v.  Bultlitt.  8  A. 
K.  Marsh,  280. 18  Am.  Dec.  161;  Hardy  v. 
Waters.  38  Me.  450;  Nightingale  v.  Withing- 
ton.  16  Mass.  272,  8  Am.  Dec.  101;  Mona- 
ghan  V.  Agricultural  P.  Ins.  Co.,  68  Mich. 
228:  Voorheesv.  Wait,  15  N.  J.  (L.)  848; 
Beardsley  v.Hotchkiss,96N.Y.  201;Kuns*s 
Exrs.  V.  Young,  84  Pa.  St.  60;  McGill  v. 
Woodward,  8  Brev.  401;  White  v.  Flora.  2 
Over.  496;  Harris  v.  Musgrove,  60  Tex.  401. 

2  Baldwin  v.  Rosier.  1  McCrary,  884; 
Trustees  of  LaGrange  Collegiate  Institute 
V.  Anderson,  68  Ind.  867.  80  Am.  Rep.  224; 
Ridgeley  v.  Crandall.  4  Md.  486;  Thompson 
V.  Hamilton,  12  Pick.  425,  28  Am.  Dec.  619; 
Mansfield  v.  Gordon,  144  Mass.  168;  Holmes 
V.  Rice,  46  Mich.  142;  Griffith  v.  Schwender- 
man.  27  Mo.  412;  Roberts  v.  Wiggin,  1  N. 
H.  73,  8  Am.  Dec.  38. 
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The  maker  of  a  promissory  note  can  not  avoid  payment 
to  the  indorsee  on  the  ground  that  the  indorser  is  a 
minor;*  in  an  action  for  enticing  away  the  plaintiflE's 
servant,  it  is  no  defense  that  the  contract  of  service  was 
not  binding  because  the  servant  was  an  infant.*  And  a 
conveyance,  mortgage,  assignment  or  other  transfer  of 
property  by  an  infant  can  not  be  attacked  as  invalid  by 
his  creditors  on  the  ground  of  infancy.^ 

In  case  of  the  minor^s  death,  insanity,  or  other  disa- 
bility rendering  him  incapable  of  exercising  the  right 
of  election,  his  contract  may  be  avoided  or  confirmed  by 
his  heirs,®  personal  representative,^  or  conservator.® 
But  the  guardian  of  a  minor  can  not  avoid  or  confirm 
his  ward's  contracts,  for  the  reason  that  the  election, 
whether  to  avoid  or  confirm,  is  reserved  to  the  minor 
until  he  comes  of  age,  and  a  previous  determination  of 
his  right  by  the  guardian  would  be  inconsistent  with 
such  a  privilege  in  the  ward.^ 

And  the  contract  is  binding  on  the  other  party,  if  he 
be  an  adult,  if  the  infant  elects  not  to  avoid  it.^®  Hence 
while  the  promise  of  an  infant  to  marry  is  not  binding 
upon  him,^^  yet  the  adult  party  to  the  contract  is  bound, 
and  therefore  the  infancy  of  the  plaintiff  is  no  defense 
to  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  against  the  adult." 

3  Nightingale  ▼.    Withington,  16  Mass.       24  Cal.  196. 
m,  8  Am.  Dec.  101.  a  Chandler  v.  Simmons,  97  Mass.  608, 98 

«  Keane  ▼.  Boycott.  2  H.  Bl.  5il.  Am.  Dec.  117. 

s  Kendall  v.  Lawrence.  22  Pick.  640;  Ro-  •  0  Chandler  v.  Simmons,  97  Mass.  611,  93 

berts  V.  Wiggrin,  1  N.  H.  73.  8  Am.  Dec.  88;  Am.  Dec.  117;     Crymes  v.  Day,  1  Bailey 

LeMer  v.  f^azier,  3  Hill  (Eq.)  629;   Riley  (L.)  820. 

(Eq.),  78.  10  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  v.  Lammert,  19 

«  Breckenridge  v.  Ormsby,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  111.  App.  186;  Johnson  v.  Rockwell.  13  Ind. 

S86, 19  .\m.  Dec.  71;  Levering  v.  Heighe,  2  76;  Cannon  v.  Alsbury,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  76, 

Md.  Ch.  81,  3  Md.    Ch.  866;  Dominick  v.  10  Am.  Dec.  709;  Arnous  v.  Lesassier,  10 

Michael,  4  Sand.  874;  Hardy  v.  Waters,  38  La.  692,  29  Am.  Dec.  470;  Oliver  v.  Houdlet, 

Me.  450;  Hill  v.  Keyes,  10  Allen,  268;  111.  18  Mass.  237,  7  Am.  Dec.  184;  Monaghan  v. 

Land   &  Loan  Co.  v.  Bonner,  76  111.  315:  Agricultural   Fire  Ins.  Co..  68  Mich.  288: 
Bozeman  v.  Browning,  31  Ark.  864;  Veal     '  Voorhees  v.   Wait,  15  N,  J.  (L.)  348:  Wil- 

V.  Fortson,  67  Tex.  4ffi;  Austin  v.  Charles-  lard  v.  Stone,  7  Cow.  22   17  Am.  Dec.  496; 

town  Female  Sem.,  8  Met.  196.  Crymes  v.  Day,  1  Bail.  (L.)  320;  Harris  v. 

7  Hussey  v.  Jewett,  9  Mass.  100;  Breck-  '^"f  «>^*'  '  wf^^lnK-    ^,  .,i 

enridge  v.  Ormsby,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  236,  19  "  Rush  v.  Wick,  81  Ohio  St.  621. 

Am.  Dec.  71;  Ferguson  v.  Bell's  Admr.,  17  i  z  Holt  v.  Ward  Clarencieux,  2  Strange, 

Mo.  347;  Shropshire  v.  Bums,  46  Ala.  108;  987;  Cannon  v.  Alsbury,  1  A.  K.  Marsh,  76, 


Hardy  v.  Waters,  88  Me.  460;  Bozeman  v.        lo  Am.  Dec.  709;  Hunt  v.  Peake,  6  Cow.  475. 
Browning,  81  Ark.  864;  Tillinghast  v.  Hoi-       15  Am.  Dec.  476;  WU  " 

brook,  7  R.  I.  280;  Hastings  v.  Dollarhide,       22, 17  Am.  Dec.  496. 
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§154.     Torts  Contracted  with  Contracts. 

As  infancy  is  no  defense  to  an  action  of  tort,  it  hai* 
been  sometimes  attempted  to  hold  the  infant  liable  on 
his  contract  by  framing  the  petition  in  tort  for  negli- 
gence or  fraud.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  a  breach  of 
contract  may  not  be  treated  as  a  wrong  so  as  to  make 
the  infant  liable;  the  wrong  must  be  more  than  a  mis- 
feasance in  the  performance  of  the  contract,  and  must 
be  separate  from  and  independent  of  it.^  Therefore  an 
infant  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  fraudulently  rep- 
resenting himself  to  be  of  full  age  and  thereby  inducing 
the  plaintiff  to  contract  with  him,^  nor  for  fraudulently 
selling  property  of  another  as  his  own,®  nor  for  a  fraud- 
ulent warranty,  representation  or  concealment  on  the 
sale  of  a  chattel  as  to  its  condition  or  quality.*  And  an 
infant  is  not  liable  for  damages  caused  by  his  negligent 
performance  of  his  contract.^ 

So  an  infant  who  hires  a  chattel  is  not  liable  for 
any  nonfeasance,  or  want  of  or  failure  to  use  care  and 
skill  so  long  as  he  keeps  within  the  terms  of  the  bail- 
ment, yet  if  he  departs  from  the  object  of  the  bailment 
and  uses  the  article  for  a  different  purpose  than  that 
for  which  it  was  hired,  he  is  liable  aa  for  a  conversion, 
and  if  he  injures  the  chattel  by  any  willful  and  positive 


1  Gilson  V.  Spear,  38  Vt.  311,88  Am.  Dec. 
669;  Homer  v.  Thwinfp,  8  Pick.  492;  Eaton 
V.  Hill,  60  N.  H.  285,  9  Am.  Rep.  189;  Free- 
man V.  Roland,  14  R.  I.  39;  Penrose  v. 
Currents  Rawle,  851;  Mathews  v.  Cowan, 
69  111.  341;  Stud  well  v.  Shapter,  54  N.  Y. 
249;  Fitts  ▼.  Hall,  9  N.  H.  441. 

2  Curtinv.  Pat  ton,  11  S.  &  R.  309;  Hom- 
er V.  Thwing,  3  Pick.  492;  Conrad  v.  Lane, 
28  Minn.  889,  87  Am.  Rep.  412;  Burley  v. 
Russell,  10  N.  H.  184,  34  Am.  Dec.  146; 
Watson  ▼.  Billings,  38  Ark.  278, 42  Am.  Rep. 
1;  Nest  V.  Jeweti,  61  Vt.  501.  Contra,  Kil- 
gore  V.  Jordan,  17  Tex.  841;  Rice  v.  Boyer, 
106  Ind.  472,  58  Am.  Rep.  63. 
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3  Doran  v.  Smith,  49  Vt.  368.  Where  an 
infant,  by  falsely  representing  himself  to 
be  of  full  age,  induces  another  to  sell  him 
goods,  the  seller  cannot  maintain  trover 
against  him  for  the  goods.  Slayton  v.  Bar- 
ry, 175  Mass.  518,  66  N.  E.  Rep.  574. 

*  West  V.  Moore,  14  Vt.  447,  39  Am.  Dec. 
286;  Gilson  v.  Spear,  88  Vt.  311, 88  Am.  Dec. 
669;  Prescott  v.  Morris.  82  N.  H.  101;  Hew- 
itt V.  Warren,  10  Hun  660.  Contra,  Rice  v. 
Boyer,  108  Ind.  472.  58  Am.  Rep.  63;  Wood 
V.  Vance,  1  N.  &  Mc.  197. 

s  Jennings  v.  Randall,  8  T.  R.  8S6;  Bat- 
on V.  Hill,  50  N.  H.  239.  9  Am.  Rep.  189; 
Lowery  v.  Cate,  64  S.  W.  Rep.  1018  (Tcnn. ) . 
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act,  he  is  responsible  in  damages,  for  the  injury.* 
Therefore  where  an  infant  hired  a  horse  expressly  for 
riding  and  not  for  jumping,  and  then  lent  it  to  a  friend 
who  jumped  the  horse  and  killed  it,  he  was  held  liable; 
for  ^^what  was  done  by  the  defendant  was  not  an  abuse 
of  the  contract,  but  was  the  doing  of  an  act  which  he 
was  expressly  forbidden  by  the  owner  to  do  with  the 
animal.''^  Where  an  infant  hired  a  horse  and  wagon 
from  a  keeper  of  a  livery  stable  to  go  to  a  designated 
place,  and  drove  beyond  the  place  and  in  another  direc- 
tion, and  injured  the  horse,  the  infant  was  held  liable.^ 
And  an  infant  is  liable  for  money  or  goods  intrusted  to 
and  embezzled  by  him*  and  for  money  or  the  proceeds 
of  property  stolen  by  him.^® 


(F) 


MARRIED  WOMEN. 

§155.    Property  Bights  of  Wife  at  Common  La/io. 

At  common  law  a  married  woman  (except  in  a  few 
special  cases  )^  was  not  capable  of  making  a  valid  con- 
tract, and  was  therefore  not  liable  on  any  agreement 


0  Homer  v.  Thwin^ ,  8  Pick.  498:  Ray  v. 
Tubbs,  50  Vt.  88B,  28  Am.  Rep.  619;  Baton 
y.  Hill,  SO  N.  H.  289, 9  Am.  Rep.  189;  Camp- 
bell V.  Stakes,  2  Wend.  137,  19  Am.  Dec. 
561. 

7  JenninfTs  ▼.  Randall,  supra. 

>  Freeman  V.  Boland,  14  R.  1. 39;  Church- 
ill V.  White,  68  Neb.  8S,  78  N.  W.  Rep.  889. 

9  Peigne  v.  Sutcliffe,  4  McCord  887,  17 
Am.  Dec.  766.  See  Penrose  v.  Curren,  3 
Rawle,  861, 84  Am.  Dec.  866. 

10  Shaw  ▼.  Coffin,  68  Me.  864,  4  Am. 
Rep.  890;  Elwell  ▼.  Martin,  88  Vt.  817. 

1  These  cases  were:  1.  The  wife  of  one 
ciyilly  dead— 1.  e.,  outlawed  or  under  con- 
viction of  felony,  miffht  contract,  sue  and 
be  sued  as  a  feme  sole  Pollock  Contr.  81. 
2.  Where  the  husband  was  never  within 
the  State  or  has  gone  beyond  the  juris- 
diction   intending   to   desert    the     wife. 


Gregory  v.  Pierce,  4  Mete.  478;  Rhea  v. 
Renner.  1  Pet.  106;  Musick  v.  Dodson,  76 
Mo.  684;  Blumenberg  v.  Adams,  49  Cal. 
806:  Ayer  v.  Warren,  47  Me.  817;  Clark  v. 
Valentine,  41  Ga.  148;  Rosenthal  v.  May- 
hu^h,  88  Ohio  St.  166.  8.  Where  the  re- 
lation of  husband  is  put  an  end  to  by  di- 
vorce or  a  judicial  separation.  Pollock, 
88;  Anson  Contr.  118.  4.  A  married  wo- 
man might  acquire  contractual  rights  by 
reason  of  personal  services  rendered  by 
her,  or  of  the  assignment  to  her  of  a  chose 
in  action.  In  such  cases  the  husband 
might  "reduce  into  possession"  rights  of 
this  nature  accruing  to  his  wife,  but  un- 
less he  did  this  by  some  act  indicating  an 
intention  to  deal  with  them  as  his,  they 
did  not  pass,  like  other  personalty  of  the 
wife,  into  the  estate  of  the  husband. 
They  survived  to  the  wife  if  she  outlived 
her  nusband,  or  passed  to  her  representa- 
tives if  she  died  m  his  lifetime.      LAwson, 
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which  she  might  enter  into.^  By  marriage  the  husband 
became  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  all  real  es- 
tate owned  by  the  wife  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and 
of  all  such  as  might  come  to  her  during  coverture,*  and 
if  a  child  was  born  of  the  marriage  his  interest  lajsted 
for  the  whole  of  his  life  whether  his  wife  survived  him 
or  not*  As  to  the  personal  property  of  the  wife  in  her 
possession,  the  husband  became  entitled  at  once  on  the 
marriage  to  it  absolutely.  He  might  dispose  of  it  as  he 
saw  fit  during  his  life,  whether  with  or  without  his 
wife^s  consent ;  he  might  bequeath  it  by  will ;  and  after 
his  death  such  property  was  regarded  as  assets  of  his 
estate,  the  title  passing  to  his  executors  and  administra- 
tors to  the  exclusion  of  the  wife,  though  she  survived 
him.^  And  the  wife's  earnings  belonged  to  the  hus- 
band f  and  so  did  real  estate  purchased  with  the  wife^s 
earnings  during  coverture.*^ 


§156.    Her  Separate  Estate,  in  Equity, 

But  whenever  the  husband  or  his  representative  was 
forced  to  seek  the  aid  of  a  court  of  chancery  to  recover 


Rigrbu,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  788.  6.  By  the 
custom  of  London  a  wife  could  be  a  sole 
trader  on  her  own  account,  and  could 
make  valid  contracts  in  her  trade.  This  is 
the  tnsis  of  the  statutory  law  in  several 
states,  crivinfi^  the  wife  power  to  trade  on 
her  own  account,  and  securing  to  her  the 
profits  of  the  business  to  her  sole  and  sep- 
arate use.    See  article  21  Cent.  L.  J.  47. 

sLawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  $  747; 
SchoulerH.ft  W.  fl8;Tobey  V.  Smith.  16 
Gray  586:  Lee  v.  Lanahan,  68  Me.  478; 
Burton  v.  Marshall,  4  Gill.  487,  46  Am. 
Dec.  171;  Palmer  V.Oakley,  2  Doug.  433, 
47  Am.  Dec.  41;  Harris  v.  Taylor,  SSneed 
686,  67  Am.  Dec.  676;  Tracy  v.  Keith,  11 
Allen  214.  A  husband  and  wife  cannot 
contract  with  each  other  at  common  law. 
Hendricks  v.  Isaacs,  117  N.  Y.  411, 15  Am. 
Rep.  624. 

'Bowie  V.  Stonestreet,  6  Md.  418,  61  Am. 
Dec.  818;  Harrod  v.  Myers,  21  Ark.  692, 
76  Am.  Dec.  409. 

4Schouler  H.  A  W.  167. 

5  Kent*s  Com.  148;  Bingham  on  Infancy 
and  Coverture,  208;  Legg  v.  Legg,  8 
Mass.  99;  Lamphir  v.  Greed,  8  Yes.  699; 
Winslow  V.  Crocker,  17  Me.  29;  Hoskins  v. 
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Miller,  2  Dev.  860;  Hyde  v.  Stone,  9  Cow. 
280, 18  Am.  Dec.  601;  Morgan  v.  Thames. 
Bank,  14  Conn.  99;  Hawkins  v.  Craig,  6 
T.  B.  Mon.  267;  Caffey  v.  Kelly,  1  Busb. 
Eq.  48;  Skillman  v.  Skillman.  18  N.  J.  Bq. 
408;  Hopkins  v.  Carey,  28  Miss.  54;  Crop- 
sey  V.  McKinney,  30  Barb.  47;  Carleton  v. 
Loveiov.  54  Me.  446;  Bell  v.  Bell.  37  Ala. 
536, 79  Am.  Dec.  78. 

«  McDavid  V.  Adams,  77  111.  165;  Bucher 
v.  Ream,  66  Pa.  St.  421:Yopbt  v.  Yopst^ 
61  Ind.  61;  Gould  v.  Carleton,  56  Me.  611, 
Reynolds  v.  Robinson,  64  N.  Y.  885;  Pres- 
cott  V.  Brown,  28  Me.  805,  39  Am.  Dec. 
(S8;  McLemore  v.  Pinkston,  81  Ala.  266, 
68  Am.  Dec.  107;  Belford  v.  Crane.  16  N. 
T.  Eq.265,  84  Am.  Dec.  166;  Hoyt  v. 
White,  46  N.  H.  266;  Ray  bold  v.  Raybold, 
20  Pa.  St.  808:  Stinson  v.  White,  20  Wis. 
662;  Jones  V.  Reid,  12  W.Va.  860,  29  Am. 
Rep.  455;  Hamilton  v.  Booth,  56  Miss.  60, 
80  Am.  Rep.  500;  Lyme  v.  Riddle,  88  N.  C 
468;  437;  Gorman  v.  Wood,  73  Ga.  370; 
Skillman  v.  Skillman,  15  N.  J.  Bq.  478,  82 
Am.  Dec.  279. 

'Cramenv.  Reford,17  N.  J.  (Eq.)  367, 
90  Am.  Dec.  604;  Bynum  v.  Frederick,  81 
Ala.  489. 
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his  wife's  property,  i.  e.,  to  reduce  it  into  his  possession, 
the  court  obliged  him  to  set  apart  a  portion  for  the  sep- 
arate benefit  of  herself  and  her  children  and  this  was 
called  the  wife's  equity  to  a  settlement.^  And  finally  it 
was  held  that  not  only  when  the  husband  was  the  suitor, 
but  also  when  the  wife  alone  petitioned  for  it,  a  court  of 
equity  would  grant  her  the  right  to  her  equity  to  a  set- 
tlement out  of  the  personalty  which  she  brought  to  her 
husband.^  Equity  considered  that  a  married  woman 
was  capable  of  possessing  property  to  her  own  use,  inde- 
pendently of  her  husband ;  and  the  court  of  chancery 
gradually  widened  and  developed  this  principle  until  it 
became  fully  settled,  that  however  the  wife's  property 
might  be  acquired,  whether  through  contract  with  her 
husband  before  marriage  or  by  gift  from  him  or  from 
any  stranger  independently  of  such  contract,  equity 
would  protect  it,  if  duly  set  apart  as  her  separate  es- 
tate.^ Nor  was  the  interposition  of  a  trustee  essential ; 
the  court  would  even  hold  the  husband,  if  necessary,  a 
trustee  for  her.*  It  was  necessary,  however,  that  the 
property  conveyed  or  devised  to  the  wife  in  order  to  be 
held  by  her  as  separate  estate,  should  have  been  so  con- 
veyed or  devised  with  the  intention  of  being  held  by 
her  as  her  separate  property.  But  the  courts  looked  at 
the  intention  and  no  particular  form  of  words  waa  nec- 
essary to  create  a  separate  estate.* 


12  Kent's  Coic.  187;  2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  % 
885;  Glen  v.  Fisher,  6  Johns.  Ch.  83, 10  Am. 
Dec.  810;  Helms  v.  Franciscus,  2  Bland  Ch. 
544,  80  km,  Dec.  402;  Duvall  ▼.  Bank,  4 
Gill  ft  J.  S82,  28  Am.  Dec.  566;  Wilks  ▼. 
Fitzpatrick,  1  Humph.  64,  84  Am.  Dec.  618. 

>Elibttnk  ▼.  Montalieu.  1  Smith's  Lead. 
Cas.464. 

>SchouIer  on  Husband  and  Wife,  191: 
Beaufort  y.  Collier,  6  Humph.  487,  44  Am. 
Dec.  821. 

4Rech  V.  Cockell,  9  Ves.  876;  Barron  v. 
Barron,  24  Vt.  875;  Steel  y.  Steel,  1  Ired. 


(Bq.)  452;  Carroll  y.  Lea,  S  Gill  A  J.  604,  81& 
Am.  Dec.  860;  Boykin  y.  Ciples,2Hill.  Ch. 
200, 29  Am.  Dec.  67;  Hamilton  y.  Bishop,  8 
Yerg.  38,  29  Am.  Dec.  101. 

sNix  y.  Bradley,  6  Rich.  (Bq.)  48;  Schoo- 
ler on  Husband  and  Wife,  l92;  Martin  y. 
Bell,  9  Rich.  Bq.  42.  70  Am.  Dec.  200; 
Gaines  y.  Poor,  8  Met.  Ky.  608,  79  Am. 
Dec.  660;  Fox  y.  Jones,  1  W.  Va.  206,  91 
Am.  Dec.  888;  Clark  y.  Peck,  41  Vt.  146, 96 
Am.  Dec.  678;  Robinson  y.  Randolph,  21 
Fla.  629,  58  Am.  Rep.  092. 
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i  157  THE  PABTIES.  [PABT  1. 

§157.     Contracts  of  Wife  in  Equity. 

The  chancery  courts,  thongh  granting  and  recogniz- 
ing the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman,  for  a  long 
period  refused  to  grant  her  the  power  of  contracting 
debts  or  making  contracts  which  would  bind  her  sepa- 
rate property.  Eventually,  however,  being  pressed  by 
the  injustice  of  allowing  her  after  having  solemnly  and 
deliberately  entered  into  an  engagement  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  to  continue  in  the  enjoyment  of  her 
separate  property  without  paying  her  creditors,  the 
courts  at  first  ventured  so  far  as  to  hold,  that  if  she 
made  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  money  by  a  writ- 
ten instrument,  with  a  certain  degree  of  formality  and 
solemnity,  as  by  a  bond  under  her  hand  and  seal,^  in 
that  case  the  property  settled  to  her  separate  use  should 
be  made  liable  to  the  payment  of  it;  and  this  principle 
was  subsequently  extended  to  instruments  of  a  less  for- 
mal character,  such  as  bills  of  exchange^  or  promissory 
notes,*  then  to  any  written  agreement,*  and  ultimately 
to  mere  verbal  agreements.^ 

This  rule  originating  with  the  English  courts  has 
been  generally  followed  in  the  United  States,  where  it  is 
held  that  unless  specially  restrained  by  the  instrument 
creating  the  separate  estate,  a  married  woman  is  with 
respect  to  that  estate  a  feme  sole  in  equity,  and  may 
dispose  of  the  estate  in  any  way  she  please ;  and  a  speci- 
fication in  the  deed  of  settlement  of  particular  modes 
in  which  she  may  dispose  of  the  estate  will  not  of  itself 
restrain  her  from  disposing  of  it  in  any  other  manner.® 

iHulme  V.  Tenant,  1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.        Ired.  (Eq.)  Ill,  68  Am.  Dec.  898;  Patton  w 

525;  Heatley  v.  Thomas,  15  Yes.  596.  Bank,  13  W.  Va.  587:  Radford  ▼.  Carwile, 

•Stuart  V.  Kirkwall,  3  Madd.  387;  Owen        \^  W-  X^lS'^J  Johnson  v.  Cummins,  16  N. 

V.  Homan,4  H.  L.  Cas.  997;  McHenry  v.  L^^M  ?y\  ®*  A°lv  P^*^*  ^r^'  ^??®^  ^'■ 

Davis,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  88.  ward.  8  Allen  387,  85  Am.  Dec.  710:  Con- 

•  n  1  •         r>i    7     tn  \T       OAK    i7>  1^  ^^^t  1°   some   states.    Kwine    v.  Smith.  8 

sBulpm  V.  Clarke,  17  Ves.  865;  Field  v.  Oeiius  417,  5  Am*  Dec.  567;  Lancaster  v. 

Sowlc,  4  Kuss.  118.  Dolan,  1  Rawle  231. 18  Am.  Dec.  685;  Short 

« Master  v.  Fuller,  1  Ves.  Jr.  515;  Murray  v.  Battle,  62  Ala.  466  Bressler  v.   Kent,  61 

V.  Barlee,  5  Mylne  &   K.   209;  Picard  v.  111.  426, 14  Am.  Rep.  67;  Metcali  v.  Cook.  2 

Hine,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  App.  274.  R.  I.  865;  Doty  ▼.  Mitchell,  9  Sm.  &  M. 

sMattbewson*s  Case,  L.  R.  Eq.  788.  486;  Marshall  v.  Stephens,  8  Humph.  1694 

ejaques  ▼.  Meth.  Epis.  Church,  17  Johns.  flA°^^  ^a  ^^^  Macher  v.  Burroughs,  14 

649,  8  Am.  Dec.  447;  Harris  v.  Harris,  7  ^°^<*  St.  619. 
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§158.     The  Wife's  Statutory  Estate. 

Within  late  years  in  nearly  all  the  States,  statutes 
have  been  passed  making  sweeping  changes  in  the  prop- 
erty rights  of  married  women  and  their  power  to  make 
contracts.  These  statutes,  though  having  the  same  end 
in  view,  are  so  different  in  their  provisions  that  a  review 
of  them  in  this  place  is  impossible  and  the  statutes  them- 
selves and  the  construction  given  them  by  the  courts 
must  be  sought  in  the  special  text-books  on  the  law  of 
married  women.^  They  provide  generally  that  the  real 
and  personal  property  of  a  woman  owned  by  her  on  her 
marriage  shall  remain*  her  separate  property  free  from 
the  interference  or  control  of  her  husband ;  that  all  real 
property  acquired  after  marriage  by  the  wife  either  by 
devise  or  descent,  by  purchase  or  gift,  by  her  own  labor 
or  by  any  other  manner,  shall  remain  her  sole  and  sep- 
arate property;  that  all  personal  property  acquired  in 
the  same  manner  shall  follow  the  same  rule,  and  that 
she  may  contract  for  all  purposes  and  sue  and  be  sued 
as  fully  as  an  unmarried  woman.^ 


§159.     Wife's  Contracts  for  ^^Necessaries, 


V 


The  wife,  as  agent  for  the  husband,  has  an  authority 


to  bind  the  husband  for 


"necessaries"^   purchased  by 


1  Especially  the  works  of  Bishop  and 
Schouler.  See  also  Stewart  (Law  oi  Hus- 
band and  Wife,  1885),  and  Kelly  (Con- 
tracu  of  Married  Women,  188S).  The 
statutes  will  be  found  well  indexed  in 
1  Stimson  Sut.  L.  6420  et  mc..  and  a  sum- 
mary of  them  is  given  in  a  note  to  Kirk- 
BLtrick  ▼.  Buford,  SI  Ark..  968,  in  76  Am. 
ec.  887,  401. 

>  Wells  V.  Caywood,  8  Colo.  487. 

iLawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  719. 
"Necessaries"  as  in  the  case  of  an  infant 
are  such  things  as  are  necessary  to  her 
health  and  comfort  having  regard  to  the 
means  and  social  position  of  husband  and 


wife.  Hall  vs.  Weir,  1  Allen,  961;  Parke  v. 
Kleeber,  37  Pa.  St.  261:  Berch  v.  Warner, 
47  Minn.  2&0,  60  N.  W.  Rep.  77.  Food,  lodg- 
ing,  clothing,  fuel  and  washing  are  within 
the  term.  So  is  furniture.  Hunt  v.  De- 
Blaquiere,  5  Bing.  660.  Jewelry  suitable 
to  her  station  in  life.  Raynes  v.  Bennett, 
114  Mass.  424.  Medicine  and  medical  at- 
tendance. Mayhew  v.  Thayer,  8  Gray, 
172.  Carstens  v.  Hanselman,  61  Mich.  426, 

1  Am.  St.  Rep.  606;  Webber  v.  Spambake, 

2  Redf .  268;  Spawn  v.  Mercer,  8  Met.  357; 
Cothran  v.  Lee,  24  Ala.  880.  DenUstry. 
Freeman  v.  Holmes,  62  Ga.  566;  Oilman  v. 
Andrus,  28  Vt.  241,  67  Am.  Dec.  718.  Ser- 
vants.   Bazeley  v.  Fowler,   L.  R.  3  Q.  B. 


13 
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her.  But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  this  agency  does 
not  arise  from  the  relation  of  the  parties  alone?  but 
must  be  founded  on  (1)  estpress  authority^  (2)  estoppel, 
or  (3)  necessity. 

1.  Where  the  husband  haa  given  the  wife  express  au- 
thority to  purchase  necessaries  upon  credit,  here  of 
course  he  is  bound,  and  the  same  result  follows  where 
he  ratifies  her  contracts  made  Without  his  authority.' 

2.  Where  the  husband  has  habitually  ratified  the 
acts  of  his  wife  in  pledging  his  credit,  he  can  not,  as  re- 
gards those  whom  he  has  induced  to  look  to  bim  for 
payment,  revoke  her  authority  without  notica 


I 


"1 


If  a  txadesman  has  had  deallogs  with  the  wife  upon  the  credit 
of  the  husband,  and  the  husband  has  paid  him  without  demur  in 
respect  of  such  dealings,  the  tradesman  has  a  right  to  assume,  in 
the  absence  of  notice  to  the  contrary,  that  the  authority  of  the  wife 
which  the  husband  has  recognized  continues.  The  husband's  quies- 
cence In  such  a  case  amounts  to  acquiescence,  and  forbids  his  deny- 
ing an  authority  which  his  own  conduct  has  invited  the  tradesman  to 
assume/  But  in  the  absence  of  such  authority  arising  from  con- 
duct the  husband  is  entitled  as  against  persons  dealing  with  his  wife 
to  revoke  any  express  or  implied  authority  which  he  may  have  given 


562.  A  horse  worth  $40,  for  the  exercise 
of  an  invalid  wife  of  a  miller  earning  $30 
a  month.    Cornelia  v.  Ellis,  11  111.584.    A 

giano.  Parke  v.  Kleeber,  M7  Penn.  St.  241. 
iut  the  followinc^  are  not  "necessaries.'' 
Articles  beyond  the  husband's  means  and 
his  place  in  society.  Caney  v.  Patton,  2 
Ashm.  140;  Phillipson  ▼.  Hayter,  L.  R. 
8  C.  P.  38.  The  services  of  a  quack  doc- 
tor. Wood  V.  O'Kelley  8Cush.406.  A  pew 
in  a  church.  St.  John's  Parish  v.  Brownson, 
40  Conn.  78,  16  Am.  Rep.  17.  £67  worth  of 
dry  {^oods.  outfit  for  a  watering  place,  for 
a  wife  of  a  poor  barrister.  Atkins  v. 
Curwood,  7  C.  &  P.  759.  Bonnets,  laces, 
feathers  and  ribbons,  to  the  amount  of 
£5,S^,  in  part  of  a  year.  Lane  v.  Iron- 
monger, 13  M.  &  W.  868.  Jewelry  for  the 
wife  of  a  special  pleader.  Montague  v. 
Benedict,  3  B.  &  C.  631.  Passage  money 
to  enable  wife  to  Join  husband.  Knox  v. 
BushelU  3  C.  &  B.  (N.  S.)  334.  A  pian. 
ette.  Chappell  v.  Nunn,  20  Alb.  L.  J.  18. 
£069  worth  of  foreign  birds  for  the  rich 
wife  of  a  poor  rector.  Freestone  v. 
Butcher,  6  C.  &  P.  643.  A  ball  dress  worth 
$80.  Sharpley  v.  Doutre,  4  Can.  Leg. 
News,    185.    Pipes,   tobacco    and   cigars. 
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Bradley  v.  Murray,  66  Ala.  270.  Costs  of 
divorce  and  otner  legal  proceedings 
against  the  husband  are  held  in  a  number 
ol  cases  to  be  '"necessaries."  Grindell  v. 
Godmond,  5  Ad.  &  El.  766.  Sprayberry  v. 
Merk,  80  Ga.  81,  76  Am.  Dec.  637;  Porter  v. 
Brlggs.  38  Iowa,  166,  18  Am.  Rep.  27;  War- 
ner V.  Heiden,  28  Wis.  517.  9  Am.  Rep.  515: 
Conant  v.  Burnham,  133  Mass.  603,  43  Am. 
Rep.  532.  While  in  others  they  are  held 
not  to  be  such.  Johnson  v.  Williams,  3 
G.  Green.  97,  54  Am.  Dec.  491;  Ray  v. 
Adden,  50  N.  H.  82.  9  Am.  Rep.  176;  Wing 
V.  Hurlburt,  15  Vt.  607,  40  Am.  Dec.  695; 
Coffin  V.  Dunham,  8  Cush.  404,  54  Am.  Dec. 
769;  Morrisonv.  Holt,  42  N.  H.  478,  80  Am. 
Dec.  121. 

«Bergh  v.  Warner,  47  Minn.  250,  50  N. 
W.  Rep.  67;  Sauter  v.  Scrutchfield,  28  Mo. 
(App.)  150;  Humes  v.  Taber,  1  R.  1.  478. 

SLawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  728;  Gil- 
man  V.  Andrus,  28  Vt.  241,  67  Am.  Dec.  718; 
Mackinley  v.  McGregor,  8  Whart.  369,  31 
Am.  Dec.  622;  Segelbaum  v.  Bnsminger, 
117  Pa.  St.  248,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  662. 

«Debenham  v.  Mellor.  5  Q.  B.  Div.  394. 
6  App.  Cas.  24;  Clark  v.  Cox,  32  Mich.  204. 
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her,  and  to  do  so  without  notice  to  persons  so  dealing.  The  trades- 
man must  be  taken  to  know  the  law;  he  knows  that  the  wife  has 
no  authority  In  fact  or  In  law  to  pledge  the  husband's  credit  even 
for  necessaries,  unless  he  expressly  or  impliedly  gives  It  her,  and 
that  what  the  husband  gives  he  may  take  away/" 

3.  The  husband  being  bound  to  maintain  his  wife  in 
a  manner  suitable  to  his  estate  and  condition^  if  he  fail 
to  supply  that  maintenance,  except  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances which  justify  him  in  withdrawing  it,  she 
may  be  entitled  from  necessity  to  pledge  his  credit  to 
that  extent  f  nor  can  the  husband  revoke  or  deprive  her 
of  such  authority,  even  by  express  notice  to  the  party 
who  supplies  her.^  Thus  if  a  husband  by  his  conduct 
compels  his  wife  to  leave  his  house,  she  has  power  to 
pledge  his  credit  for  her  necessary  maintenance  else- 
where.® So  also  where  he  abandons  her.^  And  during 
a  husband's  absence  from  home  the  wife  as  his  agent 
has  extensive  powers.^^ 

If  the  wife  of  her  own  fault  desert  her  husband  or 
refuse  to  live  with  him,  her  authority  a«  his  agent 
ceases.^  ^  But  if  she  oflfer  to  return  and  he  will  not  re- 
ceive her,  he  becomes  liable.^  ^ 


sDebenham  v.  Mellor,  supra. 

•  Manby  v.  Scott,  2  Smith's  Lead.  Gas 
875;  Morrison  v.  Holt,  42  N.  H.  478.  80  Am. 
Dec.  120. 

7  Bolton  V.  Prentice,  3  Strange,  1211. 
Pierpont  v.  Wilson,  49  Conn.  451.  "She  is 
considered  his  agent  with  uncountermanda- 
ble  authority  to  order  the  necessaries  on 
his  credit.'*  Campbell,  C.  J.,  in  Jenner  v. 
Morris,  8  De  Gex,  F.  &  J.  51. 

BHouliston  V.  Smyth,  8  Bing.  127;  Han- 
cock V.  Merrick,  10  Cush.  41;  Hultz  v. 
Gibbs,  66  Pa.  St.  860;  Billing  v.  Pilcher,  7 
B.  Mon.  458,  46  Am.  Dec.  528;  Mitchell  v. 
Trcanor,  11  Ga.,824,66  Am.  Dec.  421 ;  Senft 
▼.  Carpenter,  18  R.  I.  548.  28  Atl.  Rep.  90.3; 
Ott  V.  Hentall,  47  Atl.  Rep.  80  (N.  H.). 

•£iUer  v.  Crull,  99  Ind.  875;  Carstens  v. 
Hanselman,  61  Mich.  426,  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
606. 

loMeader  v.  Page,  39  Vt.  806;  Benjamin 
V.  Benjamin,  16  Conn.  347,  39  Am.  Dec. 
384;  Savage  v.  Davis,  18  Wis.  608;  Humes 


V.  Tabcr,  1  R.  I.  464:  McAfee  v.  Robertson, 
41  Tex.  355- Butts  v.  NcwLon,  29  Wis.  032; 
Buford  V.  Speed,  11  Bush.  358;  Krebs  v. 
O'Grady,  28  Ala.  7X6,  58  Am.  Dec.  312;  FcU 
kcr  V.  Emerson,  16  Vt.  658,  42  Am.  Dec.  532; 
Castecl  V.  Casteel,  8  Blackf .  240.  44  Am. 
Dec.  763.  But  see  Humes  v.  Taber,  1  R.  L 
464. 

iiAtkyns  v.  Pearce.  2  C.  B*  (N.  S.)  763; 
McCutchin  v.  McGahay,  11  Johns.  281,  6 
Am.  Dec.  373;  Henderson  v.  Stringer,  2 
Dana,  292;  Oinson  v.  Heritage,  45  Ind.  73; 
Devier  v.  Galloway,  7  III.  517;  Sturtevant 
V.  Starlin,  17  Wis.  268;  Brown  v.  Mudgett, 
40  Vt.  68;  Porter  v.  Bobb,  25  Mo.  36;  Bill- 
ing V.  Pilcher,  7  B.  Mon.  468,  46  Am.  Dec. 
528;  GUI  v.  Read,  5  R.  I.  313,  73  Am.  Dec. 
78;  Thome  v.  Kashan,  51  Vt.  520:  Peaks  v. 
Mayhew,  48  Atl.  Rep.  172  (M.  E.).  So 
where  she  lives  apart  from  him  by  agree- 
ment. Alley  V.  Winn,  134  Miss.  77,  45  Am. 
Rep.  297. 

1 2 Cunningham  v.  Irwin,  7  S.  &  R.  247, 10 
Am.  Dec.  458. 
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Except  in  these  three  cases  the  wife  can  not  bind  the 
husband  for  necessaries  supplied  to  her;  and  it  will  be 
a  good  defense  to  such  a  suit  that  she  was  supplied  by 
him  with  necessaries  or  had  a  separate  allowance  for 
their  purchase.^*  A  husband  is  not  liable  to  one  who 
loaned  money  to  his  wife  for  the  purchase  of  necessa- 
ries, unless  the  lender  furnished  the  necessaries,  or 
saw  that  the  money  was  laid  out  in  their  pur- 
chase.^* And  of  course  where  it  appears  that  the  credit 
was  given  exclusively  to  the  wife,  the  husband  can  not 
be  charged.*** 


(G) 


INSANE  PERSONS. 


§160.     Contracts  of  Insane  Persons. 


The  contract  of  an  insane  person  is  voidable  at  his 
option,*  and,  therefore,  one  may  prove,  in  avoidance  of 
his  contract,  that  he  was  non  compos  mentis  when  he 
entered  into  it,^  although  a  similar  privil^e  is  not  al- 


J  3 Jolly  V.  Rees.  16  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  688; 
Richardson  v.  Dubois,  L.  R.  5  O.  B.  51; 
Mott  V.  Comstock,  8  Wend.  644;  Kimball  v. 
Keyes,  11  Wend,  68;  Baker  ▼.  Barney,  8 
Johns,  72.  5  Am.  Dec.  828;  Furlonjj  v.  Hy- 
som,  80  Me.,  388:  Rea  v.  Durkee,  26  111. 
503;  Oinson  v.  HeriUge,  45  Ind.  78, 
15  Am.  Rep.  8b8.  Alley  v.  Winn,  184  Mass. 
77,  45  Am.  Rep.  81>7,  Clark  v.  Cox,  8S 
Mich.  204. 

i4Marshaliv.  Perkins,  80  R.  I.  84.  37 
Atl.  Rep.  801.  See  Skinner  v.  Tinill,  159 
Mass.  474,  34  N.  E.  Rep.  692. 

15  Metcalfe  v.  Shaw,  8  Camp.  22;  Mitch- 
ell V.  Treanor,  11  Ga.  824,  66  Am.  Dec.  421; 
Happek  v.  Hartly,  7  Baxt.  411;  Wilson  v. 
Herbert,  41  N.  J.  L.  454,  32  Am.  Rep.  243: 
Gaflord  v.  Dunham,  114  Ala.  551,  20  South. 
Rep.  846. 

1  Lazell  V.  Pinnick,  1  Tyler  247,  4  Am. 
Dec.  722;  Grant  v.  Thompson,  4  Conn.  203, 
10  Am.  Dec.  119;  Baton  v.  Eaton,  87  N.  J. 
(L.)  108, 18  Am.  Rep.  716;  Hovey  v,  Hobson, 
58  Me.  463,  89  Am.  Dec.  706;  Hovey  v.  Chase 
52  Me.  304,  88  Am.  Dec.  614;  Allen  v. 
Berryhill.  27   Iowa   640.  1  Am.    Rep.  309; 
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Elsioa  V.  Jasper,  46  Tex.  409;  Chew  v.  Bank, 
14  Md.  299;  Nichol  ▼.  Thomas,  63  Ind.  42; 
Breckenridge  v.  Ormsby,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  286, 
19  Am.Dec.71:  Fitzeerald  v.  Reed,  9  S.  &  M. 
94;  Burke  ▼.  Allen,  2b  N.  H.  100, 61  Am.  Dec. 
642;  Wait  v.  Maxwell,  5  Pick.  217, 16  Am. 
Dec.  891;  Bensell  v.  Chancellor.  6  Whart. 
871,  84  Am.  Dec.  661:  Allis  ▼.  Billings,  6 
Met.  416,  89  Am.  Dec.  744.  In  a  few  cases 
it  has  been  incorrectly  held  that  the  con- 
tract is  absolutely  7oid,and  not  merely  void- 
able. Desilver's  Esute,  6  Rawle  110,  28 
Am.  Dec.  645;  Van  Deusen  v.  Sweet,  61  N. 
Y.  378;  Dexter  v.  Hall,  16  Wall.  9;  Rogers 
V.  Walker,  6  Pa.  St.  871,  47  Am.  Dec.  470; 
Inhabitants  v.  Rochester,  12  Mass.  864. 

2  Mitchell  V.  Kingman,  5  Pick  4.31;  Grant 
V.  Thompson,  4  Conn.  208, 10  Am.  Dec.  119; 
Lang  V.  Whidden,  2  N.  H.  436;  Thornton  v. 
Appleton,  29  Me.  208;  Tolson  v.  Garner,  15 
Mo.  494;  Rice  v.  Peet,  15  Johns.  608.  The 
contract  is  voidable  in  favor  of  the  person 
of  unsound  mind  althou(^h  he  has  brought 
on  that  condition  by  habitual  drunkenness. 
Menkins  v.  Lightner,  18  111.  282;  Bliss  v.  R. 
Co.,  24  Vt.  424. 
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lowed  to  the  party  with  whom  he  contracted.*  The  in- 
sanity to  avoid  the  contract  must  be  an  absolute  inca- 
pacity to  understand  the  nature  and  efifect  of  the  act,* 
and,  therefore,  mere  weakness  of  mind,^  or  partial  in- 
sanity or  monomania,  unconnected  with  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract,®  is  not  sufficient,  though  a  mod- 
erate degree  of  incapacity  may  be  sufficient  in  equity 
where  the  transaction  is  accompanied  with  fraud,  impo- 
sition or  duress.^ 

Where  the  person  has  been  adjudged  a  lunatic,  and 
placed  under  guardianship,  contracts  made  by  him 
thereafter  are  absolutely  void.®  The  decree  of  the  court 
is  conclusive  on  the  question  of  the  ward's  sanity,  on  the 
ground,  iirst,  that  it  fixes  the  ward's  status  as  to  all  the 
world,  and,  second,  that  it  would  be  absurd  for  the 
guardian  to  be  compelled  to  litigate  the  question  of  his 
ward's  sanity  in  every  action  brought  against  him  or  by 
him.^  But  the  disability  only  extends  while  he  is  in  the 
State  where  the  guardian  was  appointed.  Thus  if  A  is 
put  under  guardianship  in  Connecticut  a  contract  made 
by  him  in  Massachusetts  will  be  valid  and  may  be  en- 


s  Howe  V.  Howe,  90  Mass.  06;  Rollet  v. 
Heiman,  190  Ind.  611. 16  Am.  St.  Rep.  840; 
Breckenridgfc  ▼.  Ormsby,  IJ.  J.  Marsh.  286, 
10  Am.  Dec.  71:  Atwell  v.  Jenkins,  168  Mass. 
808. 40  N.  E.  Rep.  178. 

«  Titcomb  v.  Vanlyle,  84  111.  371;  Wall  ▼. 
Hill,  1  B.  Mon.  200, 86  Am.  Dec.  678;  Hov- 
ey  ▼.  Chase,  69  Me.  806,  83  Am.  Dec.  514; 
Stewart  v.  Lispenard,  96  Wend.  3S6;  Young 
V.  Stevens,  48  N.  H.  188,  97  Am.  Dec.  602; 
Sands  ▼.  Potter.  165  111.  807,  46  N.  E.  Rep. 
282;  Elwood  ▼.  O'  Brien,  106  la.  880,  74  N. 
W.  Rep.  740. 

9  Baldrick  v.  Garvey,  66  la.  14;  Lindsey 
V.  Lindsey,  60  III.  77, 00  Am.  Dec.  480;  Jack- 
son V.  King,  4  Cow.  907,  15  Am.  Dec.  854; 
DeUiield  ▼.  Parish,  96  N.  Y.  1:  Ellis  v. 
Matthews.  19  Tex.  800,  70  Am.  Dec.  868: 
Juzan  V.  Toulmin.  0  Ala.  668,  44  Am.  Dec. 
448;  Smith  v.  Beatty,  9  Ired.  (Eq.)  466.  40 
Am.  Dec.  486;  Dennett  ▼.  Dennett.  44  N. 
H.  581,  84  Am.  Dec.  97;  Owlng's  Case,  1 
Bland  870, 17  Am.  Dec.  811  Stone  ▼.  Wil- 
liams. 83  111.  106. 

•  Galpin  v.  Wilson,  40  la.  90;  Marks  v. 
HiU.  15  Gratt.  492;   Searle  v.  Galbreath.  78 


III.  967:  Staples  v.  Wellington,  58  Me.  458; 
Boyce  ▼.  Smith,  9  Gratt.  704,  60  Am.  Dec. 
818.  As  for  example,  a  belief  in  spiritualism. 
Connor  ▼.  Stanley,  78  Cal.  566,  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  84. 

7  Corbit  V.  Smith,  7  la.  60,  71  Am.  Dec. 
481. 

PersonI  deaf  and  dumb  from  birth 
are  not  necessarily  incapable  of  contractinjf , 
though  the  presumption  is  against  them. 
Brower  v.  FiBher,  4  Johns.  Ch.  440;  Brown 
V.  Brown,  8  Conn.  809, 8  Am.  Dec.  187;  Bar- 
nett  V.  Barnett.  54  N.  C.  (1  Jones  Eq.)  221; 
Colhns  V.  Trotter,  81  Mo.  275. 

8  Wait  V.  Maxwell,  6  Pick.  217;  Rannells 
V.  Gerner,  80  Mo.  477;  Kiehne  v.  Wessell, 
51  Mo.  (App.)  667;  Ingraham  v.  Baldwin,  0 
N.  Y.  46:  Elston  v.  Jaspar.  46  Tex.  400; 
Pearl  v.  McDowell,  8  J.  J.  Marsh,  668,  20 
Am.  Dec.  199;  L'Amoureux  v.  Crosby. 
2  Paige  Ch.  482,  22  Am.  Dec.  666;  Hughes 
V.  Jones,  116  N.  Y.  67, 15  Am.  St.  Rep.  886. 

•  Willworth  V.  Leonard,  166  Mass.  277, 
81  N.  E.  Rep.  209;  White  v.  Palmer,  4  Cush. 
147;  Hughes  ▼.  Jones,  116  N.  Y.  67, 15  Am. 
St.  Rep.  886. 
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forced  in  Connecticut,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the 
other  person  knew  that  a  guardian  had  been  appointed 
in  Connecticut.*®  And  the  contracts  are  not  void  where 
the  guardianship  has  been  abandoned,  or  no  guardian 
haB  been  appointed,  or  the  guardian  appointed  has  re- 
signed.** 

A  contract  or  liability  assumed  by  a  person  while  of 
sound  mind  may  be  enforced  against  him  when  he  is  of 
unsound  mind,*^  and  a  contract  made  during  a  lucid  in- 
terval is  valid.*'  The  party  may  ratify  the  contract  if 
he  afterwards  becomes  sane;*^  or  in  a  subsequent  lucid 
interval  ;*^  or  if  he  continues  insane,  his  heirs,  after  his 
death,  may  ratify  it.*' 

§161.     Insanity  Not  Known  to  Other  Party. 


It  seems  doubtful,  even  in  the  case  of  executory  con- 
tracts, whether  the  transaction  can  be  avoided  on  the 
ground  of  lunacy  as  against  a  contracting  party  who 
had  no  reason  to  suppose  that  he  was  dealing  with  an 
insane  person.*  But  it  may  be  safely  said  that  when 
such  person  is  not  under  a  conservator  or  guardian  duly 
appointed  by  law,  and  is  apparently  of  sound  mind,  and 
the  other  contracting  party  has  no  reasonable  cause  to 
believe  otherwise,  the  contract  can  not  be  avoided,  if  it 
is  fair  and  has  been  so  far  performed  that  the  other 
party  can  not  be  restored  to  his  former  position.* 


10  Gates  v.  Bing^hanif  49  Conn.  275. 

1 1  BUton  V. Jaspar.  46  Tex.  409;  Mohr  v. 
Tulip,  40  Wis.  66;  Willwortb  v.  Leonard, 
166  Mass.  877,  81  N.  E.  Rep.  299.  The  rule 
that  an  adjudication  of  insanity  creates  a 
conclusive  presumption  of  insanity  which 
exists  until  there  is  a  readjudication  of  the 
Question  and  a  reversal  or  setting  aside  of 
tne  previous  decree  is  not  followed  in  Kan- 
sas, where  one  under  guardianship  may  be 
shown  to  have  been  actually  sane  when 
the  contract  was  made.  Lower  v.  Schum- 
acher, 60  Pac.  Rep.  588  (Kan.). 

xsKlng  V.  Robinson,  88  Me.  114,64  Am* 
Dec.  614;  Haggard  v.  Ranger,  16  Feb.  Rep. 
860. 
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IS  Hall  v.  Warren,  9  Vcs.  605;  Lee  v.Lee, 

4  McCord  188, 17  Am.  Dec.  722;  Gangwere's 
Estate,  14  Pa.  St.  417,  68  Am.  Dec.  654; 
Jones  v.  Perkins,  5  B.  Mon.  SS2. 

1 «  Howe  V.  Howe,  99  Mass.  98;  Cole  v.Cole, 

5  Sneed.  63,  70  Am.  Dec.  275;  Hovey  v. 
Chase,  52  Me.  804,  88  Am.  Dec.  614. 

1 5  Brown  v.  Hodgdon,  81  Me.  67. 

leHovey  v.  Hobson,  58  Me.  461,89  Am. 
Dec.  706. 

1  Anson  Contr.,  116. 

2  Behrens  v.  McKenzie,  88  la.  838,  92  Am. 
Dec.  428;  Rusk  v.  Fenton ,  14  Bosh.  490.  29 
Am.  Rep.  413;  Ballard  v.  McKenna,  4 
Rich.  (F.q.)  358;  Sprague  v.  Duel,  11  Paige, 
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§162.     Contracts  for  Necessaries. 

The  insane  person  is  liable  for  necessaries  supplied 
to  him  even  by  one  who  had  notice  of  his  incapacity* 
and  even  though  he  is  in  charge  of  a  conservator  or 
guardian.^  And  his  estate  is  liable  likewise  for  the 
maintenance  of  his  wife  and  family,^  and  for  the  costs 
of  a  commission  of  lunacy/ 


(H) 


DRUNKARDS. 


§163.     Contracts  Made  hy  Intoxicated  Persons. 


A  contract  entered  into  with  one  so  intoxicated  as  to 
be  deprived  of  the  exercise  of  his  understanding  is  void- 
able, although  the  intoxication  were  voluntary,  and  not 


480;  Baton  v.  Baton.  87  N.  J.  (L.)  106;  18 
Am.  Rep.  718:  Scanlan  v.  Cobb.  85  III. 
289:  Young  v.  Stevens.  48  N.  H.  138, 97  Am. 
Dec.  fi93:  Lancaster  Bank  v.  Moore,  78  Pa. 
St.  414,  21  Am.  Rep.  24;  Fay  v.  Burditt, 
81  Ind.  438.  48  Am.  Rep.  142;  Langrley  v. 
Lanjrley,  46  Ark.  898;  Crlbben  v.  Maxwell 
84  Kan.  8,  K  Am.  Rep.  289;  Sims  v.  Mc- 
Lure,  8  Rich.  (Eq.)  886,  70  Am.  Dec.  196: 
Alexander  ▼.  Haskins.  68  la.  78:  Mutual 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Hunt.  79  N.  Y.  641; 
Matcheson  v.  McMahon.  88  N.  J.  (L.) 
587;  Cribbin  v.  Maxwell,  84  Kan.  8;  Burn- 
am  y.  Ktsnell.  118  111.  485;  Shelters  v.  Al- 
len, 51  Mich.  681;  Rhodes  v.  Fuller,  189 
Mo.  188;  Morris  ▼.  R.  Co.,  67  Minn.  74, 
00  N.  W.  Rep.  628;  Flach  v.  Gottschalk 
Co.,  88  Md.  866,  41  Atl.  Rep.  90B.  In  the 
Massachusetts  case  of  Seaver  v.  Phelps,  11 
Pick.  804, 88  Am.  Dec.  378,  the  contrary 
was  held,  the  court  saying:  that  the  fair- 
ness of  the  defendant's  conduct  could  not 
supply  the  plaintifTs  want  of  capacity. 
And  some  cases  following  the  principle  of 
this  case  hold  that  where  the  insane  per- 
son received  no  benefit  under  the  contract, 
the  contract  cannot  be  enforced  against 
him.  and  if  executed  he  may  recover  what- 
ever of  value  he  parted  with,  notwith- 
standing the  other  party  to  the  contract 
may  have  acted  in  good  faith  without 
knowledge  of  the  infirmity.  Van  Patton 
V.  Beals,  46  la.  68;  Northwestern  Mutual 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Blankenship,  94  Ind.  585;  Lin- 
coln V.  Buckmaster,  88  Vt.  668.  And  a 
few  cases  hold  that  the  deed  of  an  insane 
person,  who  never  recovers  his  reason,  is 
void,  and  that  in  an  action  to  recover  the 


land  by  his  heirs  it  is  no  defense  to  show 
that  his  grantee  purchased  in  good  faith. 
Rogers  V.  Blackwell.  49  Mich.  198;  Vandu- 
sen  V.  Sweet,  61  N.  Y.  878;  Dexter  v.  Hall, 
16  Wall.  9;  Somers  v.  Pumphrey,  84  Ind. 
281;  Hull  V.  Louth.  109  Ind.  816,  68  Am. 
Rep.  406;  N.  W.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Blankenship, 
94  Ind.  536,  48  Am.  Rep.  186.  But  Seaver  v. 
Phillips  is  not  law,  and  the  rule  as  stated 
in  the  text  is  sustained  bv  a  great  majority 
of  the  adjudications,  ana  seems  to  be  as 
well  settled  as  any  rule  of  law  can  be. 
Odom  V.  Reddick,  104  N.  C.  615,  17  Am. 
St.  Rep.  686. 

1  Baxter  v.  Porumouth,  6  B.  &C.170; 
Ingraham  v.  Baldwin,  9  N.  Y.  48;  Surles  v. 
Pipkin.  69  N.  C.  518;  Young  v.  Stevens. 
48  N.  H.  183,  97  Am.  Dec.  608;  Ex  Parte 
Northington,87  Ala.  496,79  Am.  Dec.  67; 
Tally  V.  Tally.  2  Dev.  &  B.  386,  84  Am. 
Dec.  401:  Beals  v.  See,  10  Pa.  St.  66,  49 
Am.  Dec.  678;  Sawyer  v.  Lutkin,  .')6  Me. 
308;  Van  Horn  v.  Hahn,  89  N.  J.  (L.)  807; 
Kendall  v.  May,  10  Allen  50;  Richardson 
V.  Strong,  13  Ired.  106,  66  Am.  Dec.  480; 
McCormick  V.  Littler,  86  111.  68,  88  Am. 
Rep.  610:  Henry  v.  Fine.  83  Ark.  417;  Re- 
ando  V.  Misplay,  90  Mo.  861,  69  Am.  Rep. 
13;  Hosier  v.  Beard,  54  Ohio  St.  896.  48  N. 
E.  Rep.  1040;  Montgomery  Co.  v.  Gupton, 
139  Mo.  810. 

> Sawyer  v.  Lufkin.  56  Me.  906:  McCrilis 
V.  Bartlett,  8  N.  H.  569;  Fruitt  v.  Ander- 
son,  18  111.  App.  481. 

8 Read  v.  Legard,  6  Ex.  686. 

♦  Williams  v.  Wentworth.  5  Beav.  885. 
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procured  through  the  intervention  of  the  other  party.* 
Merely    being  under  the  influence  of  liquor   is   not 
enough ;  there  must  be  that  state  of  excessive  drunken-  ' 
ness  which  deprives  the  person  of  the  consciousness  of 
what  he  is  doing.^ 

If  the  drunkard  after  becoming  sober  ratifies  his  con- 
tract it  becomes  binding  on  him,'  and  he  is  liable  for 
necessaries  supplied  to  him  while  intoxicated.^ 

A  contract  made  by  a  drunkard,  under  guardianship, 
is  void  though  he  is  proved  sober  when  it  was  made;" 
though  when  there  has  been  no  judicial  finding  or  com- 
mission putting  him  under  guardianship,  an  habitual 
drunkard  may  make  a  valid  contract  while  sober.^ 

The  other  party  can  not  avoid  his  agreement  on  ac- 
count of  the  intoxication,^  but  the  drunkard  on  rescind- 
ing his  contract  is  obliged  to  restore  the  consideration.^ 
The  drunkenness  of  the  maker  of  a  n^otiable  instru- 
ment is  no  defense  against  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value 
without  notice.^  And  drunkenness  is  no  defense  to  an 
action  on  an  implied  contract  to  r^ay  money  lent.*® 


iBash  V.  Breiniff.  118  Pa.  St.  310, 57  Am. 
Rep.  460;  Burroag^hs  V.  Richman,  18  N.  J. 
(L.)  S88,  28  Am.  Dec.  717:  Holland  v. 
Barnes,  68  Ala.  38, 85  Am.  Rep.  695;  Men- 
kina  V.  Lightner,  18  HI.  88S;  Carpenter  v. 
Rodeers,  61  Mich.  884,  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
505:  Bates  v.  Bell,  72  111.  108;  Woodson  v. 
Gordon,  1  Peck.  196,  14  Am.  Dec.  743; 
Barrett  v.  Buxton,  2  Aik.  167,  16  Am.  Dec. 
601;  Crane  v.  Conklin,  1  N.  J.  (Eq.)  846,  22 
Am.  Dec.  519:  Harbison  v.  Lemon,  8 
Blackf.  51,  23  Am.  Dec.  877;  French  v. 
French,  8  Ohio2U,  81  Am.  Dec.  441. 

s Miller  v.  Finley.  96  Mich.  254;  Caulkins 
V.  Fry,  85  Conn.  170;  Pickett  v.  Sutter,  5 
Cal.  412-  Ca vender  v.  Waddinfirham,  5  Mo. 
App.  457;  Reynolds  v.  Decbaums,  94  Tex. 
174,  76  Am.  Dec.  101;  Johns  v.  Fritchey,  39 
Md.  268rWrifi[ht  v.  Fisher,  65  Mich.  SJTO,  8 
Am.  St.  Rep.  886;  Longhead  ▼.  Commission 
Co.,  64  Mo.  (App.)  564;  Parker  v.  Marco, 
76  Fed.  Rep.  510;  Wright  v.  Waller,  29 
South.  Rep.  57  (Ala.):  Waldron  v.  Ang\t- 
man»56  All.  Rep.  C68  (N.  J.). 
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'Matthews  V.  Baxter,  L.  R.  8  Ex.  182; 
Carpenter  v.  Rodg^ers,  61  Med.  884, 1  Am. 
St.  Rep.  596;  Lyon  v.  Phillips,  106  Pa.  St. 
97;  Williams  v.  Inabont,  1  Bailey.  823. 

*Gore  V.  Gibson.  18  M.  &  W.  625. 

sWadsworth  v.  Sharpsteen,  8  N.  Y.  888, 
59  Am.  Dec.  490. 

•Gardner  v.  Gardner,  22  Wend.  526.  34 
Am.  Dec.  840;  Van  Wych  v.  Brosher,  81 
N,  T?.  262. 

7 Matthews  v.  Baxter,  supra;  Carpenter 
▼.  Rodders,  supra. 

sJoest  V.  Williams,  42  Ind.  566,  18  Am. 
Rep.  877. 

•State  Bk.v.  McCoy,  69  Pa.  St.  204,  8 
Am.  Rep.  246;  Caulklin  v.  Fry,  85  Conn. 
170;  Miller  ▼.  Finley,  26  Mich.  249,  12  Am. 
Rep.  806. 

loHaneklauv.  Felchlin,  57  Mo.  (App.) 
603;  Gore  v.  Gibson,  18  M.  A  W.  023. 
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I. 

AGENTS. 

§164,     The  Right  to  Contract  by  cun  Agent  ^Divisions 

of  the  Subject. 

Although  it  is  a  rule  of  the  common  law  that  one  can 
not  by  a  contract  with  another  confer  rights  or  impose 
liabilities  upon  a  third  person,  nevertheless  one  man 
may  represent  another  by  virtue  of  a  contract  of  em- 
ployment between  them,  and  this  employment  for  the 
purpose  of  representation  is  called  a  contract  of  agency. 

So  far  as  we  are  concerned  with  agency  for  the  pur- 
pose of  creating  contractual  relations  it  retains  no 
trace  in  the  common  law  of  its  origin  in  status.  Even 
where  a  man  employs  as  his  agent  one  who  is  incapable 
of  entering  into  a  contract  with  himself,  as  where  he 
gives  authority  to  his  child,  being  an  infant,^  the  au- 
thorty  must  be  given,  it  is  never  inherent.  There  must 
be  evidence  of  intention  on  the  one  side  to  confer,  on  the 
other  to  undertake,  the  authority  given,  though  the  per- 
son employed  may,  from  defective  status,  be  unable  to 
sue  or  be  sued  on  the  contract  of  employment. 

From  this  general  rule,  we  must,  however,  except  that 
form  of  agency  known  as  "agency  of  necessity,"  a  quasi- 
contractual  relation  formed  by  the  operation  of  rules  of 
law  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  parties,  and  not  by 
the  agreement  of  the  parties  themselves.  In  all  other 
cases  one  can  not  become  the  agent  of  another  except  by 
his  authority  either  express  or  implied.* 

The  rules  which  govern  the  relation  of  principal  and 
agent  fall  under  three  heads : 

I.     The  mode  of  forming  the  relation. 

>  See  ante,  $  128.  >  McGoldricb   v.   Willits,   58   N.  Y.  612: 

Stringham  ▼.  Ins.  Co.«  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  815. 
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II.  The  effect  of  the  relation  when  formed ;  under 
which  we  will  consider :    ( 1 )  The  effect  of  the  contract 

of  employment  as  between  principal  and  agent     (2)  I 

The  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  where  the  agent 
contracts  for  a  named  principal.  Is  the  agent  more 
than  a  mere  instrument  of  communication ;  and  does  he 
incur  any  liabilities,  and  of  what  sort,  if  he  exceeds  his 
powers  or  asserts  an  authority  which  he  does  not  pos- 
sess? (3)  The  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties 
where  he  has  contracted  as  agent,  but  without  disclos- 
ing his  principal's  name;  or  in  his  own  name,  without 
disclosing  his  principal's  existence.  What  then  are  the 
relations  to  each  other  of  the  two  real  parties  to  the 
contract,  and  of  the  agent  to  the  party  who  is  not  his 
employer? 

III.  The  mode  in  which  the  relation  is  brought  to 
an  end,  i.  e.,  the  termination  of  the  agent's  authority. 

(I) 
The  Mode  of  Forming  the  Relation. 

§165.    Introductory. 

The  mode  of  forming  the  relation  of  principal  and 
agent  will  be  considered  in  reference  to  (a)  the  capacity 
of  the  parties,  (b)  the  form  of  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment. 

(a) 

the  capacity  of  the  parties. 
§166.     Who  May  be  Principal  and  Agent. 

In  regard  to  the  capacity  of  the  parties  to  form  the 
contract  of  agency  it  may  be  said  generally  that  no  one 
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can  appoint  an  agent^  i.  e.,  be  a  principal,  who  is  not 
capable  of  making  a  contract,  and  that  on  the  other 
hand,  whatever  a  person  may  legally  do  himself,  he  may 
legally  do  by  hand  of  another.^  Therefore,  persons  un- 
^er  disabilities,  as  idiots,  lunatics,  persons  non  compos 
mentis^  infants,  married  women,  alien  enemies  and  con- 
victs are  so  far  as  they  are  incapable  of  making  con- 
tracts, incapable  of  being  principals.^ 

On  the  other  hand,  any  one  may  be  an  agent,  and  it 
matters  not  that  he  has  not  in  other  respects  the  capac- 
ity to  make  a  contract.*  The  reason  given  for  this  dis- 
tinction is  that  the  execution  of  a  naked  authority  can 
in  no  way  be  prejudicial  to  the  person  under  such  disa- 
bility or  incapacity  as  infancy  or  the  like,  or  to  any 
other  person  who  by  law  may  claim  any  interest  of  such 
person  after  his  death.* 

But  a  person  having  an  adverse  interest  can  not  act 
as  an  agent  in  the  transaction.^  Hence  a  person  can 
not  be  the  agent  of  both  parties,  where  their  interests 
are  adverse  or  incompatible,'  nor  can  one  act  in  the 
same  transaction  for  himself  and  for  another.'^  Tet 
when  the  double  agency  is  with  the  consent  of  the  prin- 
cipals it  is  valid.®  And  one  can  not  appoint  an  agent 
to  do  a  purely  personal  act.^  Thus  a  man  can  not  ap- 
point an  agent  to  marry  a  woman  for  him  or  to  make  a 
will  for  him.*®  Nor  where  an  act  is  required  by  stat- 
ute to  be  done  by  the  party,  if  it  can  be  inferred  from 
the  nature  of  the  act  that  it  was  intended  to  be  per- 
sonally done,  can  it  be  done  by  an  attorney  or  agent. 


1  Weaver  v.  Carnall,  35  Ark.  196, 87  Am.  •  Hincbley  v.  Arey,  87  Me.  863;  Sumner 

Rep.  32;  Montgomery  Co.  v.  Robinson,  85  v.  R.  C.   78   N.   C.   286;    Greenwood  v. 

111.  174.  Spring,  64  Barb.  78.  See  post,  $  180. 

s  See  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $$  3-A.  7  Neuendoril  v.  Ins.  Co.,  69  N.  Y.  889. 

3  Lyon  V.  Kent,  45  Ala.  666.  s  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  $  7,  94- 

«  Evans  Agency,  17.  •  Ex  parte  Ugra  Bank,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  906. 

s  Bain  v.  Brown,  56  N.  V.  285.  lo  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  25. 

203 


§  168 


THE   FABTIES. 


[part,  u 


as  for  example  the  making  of  a  deed  by  a  married 
womaiiy  with  the  formalities  of  acknowledgment  and 
private  examination.^^  Nor  can  one  appoint  an  agent 
to  do  an  illegal  act^* 

(b) 

THE  FORM  OF  THE  CONTRACT  OF  EMPLOYMENT. 

§167.    Formation  of  the  Contract  of  Agency — In 

General. 

The  methods  by  which  the  contract  of  agency  may  be 
formed,  are  the  methods  by  which  an  agreement  of  any 
kind  may  be  formed,  t.  e. :  (1)  by  cwt  ofer  of  a  promise 
for  an  a^t,  as  where  one's  services  are  requested  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  import  a  promise  to  indemnify  for  any 
loss,  risk  or  expense  in  rendering  them.^  (2)  By  on 
offer  of  an  act  for  a  promise,  as  where  one  makes  a  con- 
tract  for  another  without  his  authority,  but  the  latter 
afterwards  accepts  the  act  and  ratifies  it;  (3)  By 
an  offer  of  a  promise  for  a  promise,  as  where  the  prom- 
ises are  mutual  to  employ  and  remunerate  on  the  one 
side,  and  to  do  the  work  required  on  the  other. 


§168.    Form  of  the  Contract. 

It  is  a  rule  of  the  common  law  that  to  authorize  an 
agent  to  make  a  binding  contract  under  seal  it  is  essen- 
tial that  he  should  receive  his  authority  by  an  instru- 
ment under  seal.^     A   disposition   is  manifest  in   the 


1 1  Story  Agency,  $  13,  note. 

1  s  Elmore  v.  Brooks.  6  Heisk.  4S;  Davis  v. 
Barker,  67  Ind.  64;  Brown  v.  Howard,  14 
Johns.  130;   Sute  v.  Mathis,  1  Hill  (S.  C.) 

X  One  who  undertakes  to  do  a  service 
for  another,  gratuitously,  is  liable  only  for 
misfeasance  and  not  for  nonfeasance.  In 
an  English  case  it  was  held  a  good  cause 
of  action  that  the  defendant  gratuitously 
undertook  to  effect  a  fire  insurance  for  the 
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plaintiff  and  by  omitting  some  necessary 
formalities  made  it  impossible  for  the  plain- 
tiff  to  recover  u(>on  tne  policy.  No  action 
would  have  lain  if  he  haa  simplv  neglected 
to  insure  at  all.  Wilkinson  v.  Coverdale,  1 
Esq.  75. 

1  Lawson  Righu.  Rem.  A  Pr.,  {  18; 
Schuetze  v.  Bailey,  40  Mo.  60;  Preston  v. 
Hull,  88  Gralt.  600, 14  Am.  Rep.  158;  Hum- 
phreys V.  Pinch,  97  N.  C.  808,  8  Am.  St. 
Rep.  208. 
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American  courts  to  relax  the  strictness  of  this  rule^  es- 
pecially in  its  application  to  partnership  and  commer- 
cial transactions^^  and  it  is  held  that  if  the  instrument 
would  be  effectual  without  a  seal,  the  addition  of  a 
seal  will  not  render  an  authority  under  seal  necessary, 
but  if  executed  under  a  parol  authority  or  subsequently 
ratified  by  parol  it  will  be  valid  and  binding  upon  the 
principal.'  So  a  deed  of  land  made  by  an  agent  under 
a  parol  authority,  though  inoperative  to  convey  the 
title,  will  in  equity  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  a  contract 
to  convey  and  will  bind  the  principal  to  make  the  con- 
veyance.* And  where  the  deed  is  made  by  the  agent 
in  the  presence  of  the  principal  a  verbal  or  even  an  im- 
plied authority  is  sufficient.**  And  in  all  other  cases  it 
is  not  required  that  the  authority  should  be  given  in 
any  special  form,  either  writing  or  words  being  suffl- 
cient.' 

Formerly  it  was  said  that  an  authority  to  act  as  one's 
agent  should  in  every  instance  be  given  by  deed  or  other 
instrument  under  seal  so  that  the  proof  of  the  authority 
would  be  clear  and  indisputable  in  every  case.  But 
such  a  rule  would  be  clearly  absurd  in  our  day,  when 
the  multifarious  transactions  of  commerce  must  be  car- 
ried on  with  speed  and  without  circumlocution.'' 

§169.    Acta  cmd  Conduct. 

The  authority  may  also  be  inferred  from  the  acts  and 


s  WornUl  v.  Munn,  5  N.  Y.  289.  86  Am. 
Dec.  880. 

*  Worrall  v.  Munn,  supra;  <Dickerman  v. 
Aibtoo,  21  Minn.  688;  Ingrabam  v.  Edwards, 
64  111.  628;  Love  v.  Sierra  Nev.  Co.,  88  Cal. 
'689, 91  Am.  Dec.  600:  Tapley  v.  Butterfield, 
1  Met.  616, 86  Am.  Dec.  874:  Despatch  Line 
▼.  Bellany.  18  N.  H.  806.  37  Am.  Dec.  803; 
Drumrlfftat  v.  Philpot,  16  Ga.  484,  60  Am. 
Dec.  TSB;  Sute  ▼.  Watts,  44  N.  J.  (L  )  186. 

«  Groff  ▼.  Ramsay,  10  Minn.  84;  Schuetze 
T.  Bailey,  40  Mo.  60;  Newton  v.  Bronson, 
13  N.  Y.  608,  07  Am.  Dec.  80;  Jackson  ▼. 
Murray,  6  T.  B.  Mon.  184, 17  Am.  Dec.  68; 
Force  v.  Dutcber,  18  N.  J.  (Eq.)  401;  Dodge 
•V.  Hopkins,  14  Wis.  630. 


s  Jansen  v.  McCabill,  28  Cal.  663, 83  Am. 
Dec.  84;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  6  Cusb.  488; 
McMurtry  v.  Brown,  6  Neb.  3I0S. 

0  Story  on  Agencv,  {  46:  Long  v.  Col- 
burn,  11  Mass.  fn*,  6  Am.  Dec.  160.  In  some 
cases,  the  authority  is  required  by  statute 
to  be  in  writing,  as  under  the  Missouri  stat- 
ute of  frauds,  where  the  authority  of  the 
aff-ent  to  sign  a  memorandum  for  the  sale 
of  lands  is  required  to  be  in  writing.  But 
under  the  statutes  ot  frauds  of  nearly  all 
the  States  this  is  not  essential.  Lawson 
Rlghu,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  {  16. 

7  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  10. 
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« 

conduct  of  the  parties  or  the  habits  and  course  of  busi- 
ness of  the  principal,*  and  this  inference  is  more  readily 
drawn  when  they  stand  in  certain  relations  to  each 
other.*  Thus  if  a  master  allows  his  servant  to  purchase 
goods  for  him  of  another  habitually,  upon  credit,  that 
other  becomes  entitled  to  look  to  the  master  for  pay- 
ment for  such  things  as  are  supplied  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  dealing.*  So  if  the  wife  is  allowed  to  deal 
with  a  tradesman  for  the  ordinary  supplies  of  the 
household  the  husband  will  be  considered  to  have  held 
her  out  as  his  agent  and  to  be  liable  for  her  purchases.* 
Yet  there  is  nothing  in  the  relations  of  master  and  serv- 
ant or  husband  and  wife  to  give  any  inherent  authority 
to  the  servant  or  the  wife.  The  authority  can  only 
spring  from  the  words  or  conduct  of  the  master  or  hus- 
band. On  the  other  hand  the  contract  of  partnership 
confers  on  each  partner  an  authority  to  act  for  the 
others  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  partnership  busi- 
ness. And  each  partner  accepts  a  corresponding  lia 
bility  for  the  acts  of  his  fellows.**  The  relations  of 
marriage  and  employment,  enable  an  authority  to  be 
readily  inferred  from  conduct  But  apart  from  these, 
conduct  alone  may  create  so  strong  a  presumption  of 
authority  that  the  person  so  acting  is  estopped  from 
denying  that  it  has  been  conferred.®  To  all  these  cases 
(excepting,  of  course,  partnership)  the  term  agency  by 
estoppel  may  be  applied.  They  differ  only  in  the 
greater  or  less  readiness  with  which  the  presumption 
will  be  created  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties. 

iMitchum  v.  Dunlap,  98  Mo.  419.  N.  T.  145,  69  Am.  Dec.  678;  Am.   Ins.    Co. 

2Story  on  Agency,  $$  54,  65;  Gilbraith  ▼         J,-  ?»Jf*«y  v^  ?***^*,1]*xJ "?  /i"?'^?^-   ?^ ' 

- ,  ^._         «.  Dec.  728;    Klley  v.    Forsee,   57    Mo.   890; 

31  Show.,  96.  Swcctscrv.  French,  2  Gush.   800,   48    Am. 

«Debenham  V.  Mellor,  5  Q.  B.  D.  403:        Dec.  666;    Weaver   v.    Ogletree,  39   Am. 

ante,  $  l&O.  Dec.  586:  Pennsylvania  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Atha, 

sHawken  v.  Bourne.   8    M.    &  W.  710;       ^2  Fed.  Rcp.  930;  Freiberg  v.  Beach  Hotel, 

Lawson  Rights.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  Title  III.  «c^^  ^°V^^S'k*.*'  ^^"w''-  ^'"t?*^^"^ 

^„  r%t         T%     \.        nt        «ii        52  Conn.  632;  Webster  V.    Wray,    17    Neb. 

•  Farmers,  etc.,  Bk.  v.  Butchers  Bk.,   16       579.  Emerson  v.  Miller,  27  Pa.  St.  278. 
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§170.    Necessity. 

Circumstances  operating  upon  the  conduct  of  the 
parties  may  create  in  certain  cases  agency  from  neces- 
sity. A  husband  is  bound  to  maintain  his  wife:*  if 
therefore  he  wrongfully  leave  her  without  means  of  sub- 
sistence she  becomes  ^^an  agent  of  necessity  to  supply 
her  wants  upon  his  credit.^^^  A  carrier  of  goods  or  a 
master  of  a  ship  may  under  certain  circumstances,  in 
the  interest  of  his  employer,  pledge  his  credit,  and  will 
be  considered  to  have  his  authority  to  do  so.  It  has 
even  been  held  that  where  goods  are  exported,  unor- 
dered, or  not  in  correspondence  with  samples,  the  con- 
signee haB,  in  the  interest  of  the  consignor,^  an  author- 
ity to  effect  a  sale  of  them.  But  here  the  relation  of 
principal  and  agent  does  not  arise  from  agreement ;  it  is 
imposed  by  law  on  the  circumstances  of  the  parties. 

§171.    Ratification. 

The  relation  of  principal  and  agent  may  also  arise 
by  ratification,  i.  e.,  by  the  party  adopting  and  taking 
the  benefit  and  liabilities  of  a  contract  made  by  another 
person  on  his  behalf,  but  without  his  authority,  ratifica- 
tion being  equivalent  to  antecedent  authority.  For 
example,  if  A  professes  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  me 
without  my  authority,  and  I  afterwards  ratify  it,  my 
ratification  relates  back  so  as  to  have  the  same  effect  as 
if  I  had  authorized  him  to  enter  into  the  contract  for 
me.*     But  if  third  persons  acquire  rights  after  the  act 


I  Eastland  v.  Burchell,  8  Q.  B.  D.  at  p. 
430. 

'Bilerv.  Crull,  00  Ind.  875;  Watkins  ▼• 
DeArmond,  80  Ind.  563:  Ferren  v.  Moore, 
69  N.  H.  100;  Pierpont  v.  Wilson,  40  Conn. 
460;  ante,  §  150. 

a  Kemp  ▼.  Pryor,  7  Ves.  246. 

>  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  {jSO;  DraLe 
ly  ▼.  GregKfS  Wall.  942;  Goss  v.  Stevens, 
8S  Minn.  472;  Hawley  v.  Keeler,  58  N.  Y. 


114;  Gulich  V.  Grover,  88  N,  J.  (L.)  468,  07 
Am.  Dec.  T28;  Rich  v.  Sutc  Bank,  7  Neb. 
201,  28  Am.  Kep.  882;  Planters  Bk.  v.  Sharp, 
4  S.  &  M.  75,  43  Am.  Dec.  470;  Everett  v.  U. 
S..  6  Port.  166,  80  Am.  Dec.  584;  Gilmore  v. 
Wilbur.  12  Rich.  120,  22  Am.  Dec.  410;  Vin- 
cent V.  Rather.  81  Tex.  77, 06  Am.  Dec.  516; 
Wnllace  v.  Lawyer,  90  Ind.  499;  McDowell 
V.  McKenzte,  66  Ga.  680;  Davis  v.  Krum, 
12  Mo.  App.  270;  Grog^an  v.  San  Francisco, 
18  Cal.  500;  Burgess  v.  Harris,  47  Vt.  322. 
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is  done  and  before  it  has  received  the  sanction  of  the 
principal,  the  ratification  can  not  operate  retrospect- 
ively so  as  to  defeat  those  rights.^ 

The  principal  is  bound  by  the  act  whether  it  be  to  his 
detriment  or  to  his  advantage,  and  whether  it  be  in  con- 
tract or  in  tort.*  A  ratification  once  made  can  not  be 
revoked  by  the  principal.*  And  it  must  be  in  toto;  the 
principal  can  not  ratify  one  part  of  the  agent's  acts  and 
reject  the  other  paft,  for  that  would  allow  him  to  accept 
the  agent's  unauthorized  act  so  far  as  it  was  beneficial 
to  him,  and  to  reject  what  was  against  his  interest — ^a 
thing  the  law  will  not  allow.*  By  adopting  a  part  he 
is  bound  by  the  whole.*  Thus  where  A  sells  B's  live 
stock,  and  gives  a  warranty  of  their  soundness,  B,  by 
ratifying  the  sale  and  accepting  the  mon^,  ratifies  also 
the  giving  of  the  warranty.^  So  a  debtor  can  not  have 
the  benefit  of  a  compromise  made  by  another  with  his 
creditors  without  adopting  all  the  representations  made 
by  that  other  in  negotiating  it.*  And  a  principal  can 
not  say  that  he  will  ratify  the  act  "if  he  receive  no  harm 
thereby ;"  he  must  repudiate  absolutely  or  be  bound  ab- 
solutely.* 

But  where  the  ratification  is  made  under  a  mistake  or 
in  ignorance  of  the  full  extent  of  the  agent's  act  it  is 
voidable  to  the  extent  of  the  mistake.**  And  the  ratifi- 
cation is  binding  only  where  it  is  made  with  full  knowl- 


*  Wood  ▼.  McClain«  ?  Ala.  800,  42  Am. 
Dec.  618:  Lewis  ▼.  Buttrick,  102  Mass.  Hi. 

3  Wilson  V.  Truman.  6  M.  &  G.  886;  Moore- 
house  V.  Northrop,  S3  Conn.  880,  89  Am. 
Dec.  211. 

4  Bell  V.  Ryerson,  11  la.  888.  77  Am.  Dec. 
142;  Breck  v.  Jones,  16  Tex.  i41;  Hazleton 
V.  Batchelder,  44  N.  Y.  10;  Beall  v.  January, 
62  Mo.  484. 

s  Bennett  ▼.  Judson,  81  N.  Y.  888; 
Cochran  v.  Chitwood,  59  III.  58;  Southern 
Ex.  Co.  V.  Palmer,  4iB  Ga.  85;  Menkins  v. 
Wauon.  27  Mo.  168:  Drennan  v.  Walker.  21 
Ark.  589:  BilUnfrs  v.  Morrow,  7  Cal.  171,  68 
Am.  Dec.  285:  Babcock  v.  De  Ford,  14  Kan. 
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408;  Taylor  v.  Connor,  41  Miss.  782,  97  Am. 
Dec.  419. 

•  Odiorne  v.  Maxey.  18  Mass.  182;  Skin- 
ner ▼.  Dayton.  19  Johns.  554,  10  Am.  Dec. 
386;  Bennett  v.  Judson,  21  N.  Y.  288;  Mun- 
dorff  ▼.  Wickersham,  68  Pa.  St.  87. 

7  Cochran  v.  Chitwood,  59  111.  63. 

»  Crans  v.  Hunter,  28  N.  Y.  .389. 

•  Fort  V.  Coker,  11  Heisk.  679. 

lo  Smith  ▼.  Tracy,  68  N.  Y.  79;  Baldwin 
V.  Burrows,  47  N.  Y.  199;  Lester  v.  Rinne, 
87  Conn.  9;  Miller  v.^Board  of  Education, 
44  Cal.  166. 
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edge  on  the  part  of  the  principal'  of  all  the  material 
facts."  Thus  where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  real  estate 
exceeded  his  instructions  in  selling  one  part  of  the  land 
which  he  was  not  authorized  to  sell,  ahd  the  principal 
afterwards  impliedly  ratified  all  his  acts  by  receiving 
the  money  for  the  sale  of  all  the  land,  but  it  appeared 
that  he  did  not  know  that  the  part  in  question  had  been 
sold,  it  was  held  that  the  agent's  sale  was  neither  au- 
thorized nor  ratified.  ^^  And  in  an  English  case  a  land- 
lord authorized  a  bailiflf  to  distrain  for  rent  due  to  him 
from  his  tenant  of  a  farm,  directing  him  not  to  take  any- 
thing that  was  not  on  the  premises.  The  bailiff  dis- 
trained cattle  of  another  person,  supposing  them  to  be 
the  tenant's,  beyond  the  boundary  of  the  farm ;  the  cat- 
tle were  sold  and  the  landlord  received  the  proceeds. 
The  court  ruled  that  the  landlord  was  not  liable  for 
the  bailiff's  act,  unless  he  had  ratified  it  with  knowledge 
of  the  irregularity,  or  unless  he  had  chosen,  without 
inquiry,  to  take  the  risk  upon  himself  and  to  adopt  all 
of  his  acts.^^  But  knowledge  of  material  facts  may  be 
inferred  from  circumstances,  and  the  principal  may  by 
his  conduct  preclude  himself  from  denying  such  knowl- 
edge.^^ 

The  agent  must  have  contracted  for  such  matters  as 
the  principal  had  power  to  do,  for  if  the  agent  enters 
into  a  contract  on  behalf  of  a  principal  who  is  incapable 
of  making  it  or  for  an  ill^al  purpose  there  can  be  no 
ratification.^** 


11  I^wson  Rights.  Rem.  &.  Pr..  §  84; 
Bank  of  Owensboro  v.  Western  Bk.,  13 
Bush  626,  26  Am.  Rep.  211:  Aetna  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Northwestern  Ins.  Co.,  21  Wis.458;  Mor- 
ris, etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Green.  15  N.  J.  (Eq.) 
470;  Mapp  v.  Phillips,  22  Ga.  72;  Billings  v. 
Morrow.  7  Gal.  171 »  68  Am.  Dec.  285;  Ted- 
rich  V.  Rice,  18  la.  214;  Owings  v.  Hall,g. 
Pet.  607;  Day  v.  Holmes,  108  Mass.  806; 
Hankin  v.  Baker,  46  N.  Y.  660;  Walters  v. 
Munro,  17  Md.  160,  77  Am.  Dec.  838:  Rey- 
nolds V.  Feerce.  86  III.  570;  Snow  ▼.  Grace, 
8«  Ark.  181;  Vincent  ▼.  Rather.  81  Tex.  77. 
98  Am.  Dec.  516;  Manning^  v.  Gashane,  87 
Ind.  399;  Hovey  v.  Brown,    50  N.  H.  114; 


14 


Dean  v.  Bassett,  57  Cal.  640;  Steunkle  v.  R. 
Co.,  42  Mo.  (A pp.)  7^. 

1 2  Lester  v.  Kinne,  87  Conn.  9. 

1 3  Lewis  V.  Read,  13  M.  A  W.  834. 

1  *  Scott  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  Y.  200;  For- 
bes V.  Haymann,  75  Va.  158. 

1  s  Mason  ▼.  Caldwell,  5  Gilm.  106,  48 
Am.  Dec.  330;  0*Connell  v.  Arnold,  53  Ind. 
105;  Armitage  v.Widoe.36  Mich.124;  Board 
of  Supervisors  v.  Arrighi,  54  Miss.  WS; 
McCracken  v.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  50; 
Richardson  v.  Payne,  114  Mass.  429;  Harri- 
son V.  McHenry,  9  Ga.  164.  52  Am.  Dec. 
485. 
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THE  PARTIES. 


[PABT  I. 


The  agent  must  have  made  the  contract  as  an  agent; 
t.  e.^  on  behalf  of  the  person  who  ratifies  it.^®  If  having 
a  principal  he  contracts  in  his  own  name  he  can  not  di- 
vest himself  of  his  personal  liability  to  have  the  con- 
tract enforced  as  against  him  or  against  his  principal 
when  discovered,  at  the  option  of  the  party  with  whom 
he  has  dealt,  and  if  he  has  no  principal  and  contracts  in 
his  own  name  he  can  only  divest  himself  of  his  rights 
and  liabilities  by  assignment.^''  On  this  ground  it  is 
held  in  England  and  in  several  cases  in  the  United 
States^®  that  a  person  can  not  ratify  the  forgery  of  his 
name — because  the  forger  does  not  act  on  behalf  of  nor 
profess  to  represent  the  person  whose  signature  he 
counterfeits — though  there  are  some  American  cases 
where  the  ratification  is  held  good  on  the  ground  of 
estoppel.^® 

The  agent  must  act  for  a  principal  who  is  in  contem- 
plation,^^  and  therefore  he  can  not  make  a  contract  with 
a  vague  expectation  that  some  one  will  relieve  him  of 
his  liabilities.  But  this  rule  does  not  prevent  ratifica- 
tion in  the  case  of  brokers  making  contracts,  as  agents, 
in  the  expectation  that  customers  with  whom  they  are 
in  the  habit  of  dealing  will  take  them  off  their  hands. 
Thus,  in  contracts  of  marine  insurance,  persons  "who 
are  not  named  or  ascertained  at. the  time  the  policy  is 
effected  are  allowed  to  come  in  and  take  the  benefit  of 
the  insurance  But  then  they  must  be  persons  who 
were  contemplated  at  the  time  the  policy  was  made." 


!•  Condit  V.  Baldwin,  21  N.  V.  219.  78 
Am.  Dec.  187;  Vandcrbilt  v.  Turnpike  Co., 
2  N.  Y.  479, 61  Am.  Dec.  815;  Alldred  v.Bray, 
41  Mo.  484;  Grand  v.  Van  Vleck,  69  111.  479; 
Com.  Bank  v.  Jones.  18  Tez.  811;  Richard- 
son V.  Payne,  114  Mass.  489. 

17  Anson  Contr.,  f  886;  Hammerslouffh 
V.  Cheatham,  84  Mo.  14.  See  Durant  v. 
Roberts,  82  L.  T.  Rep.  217,  criticised  in  S4 
Am.  L.  Kev.  788. 

!••  Brook  V.  Hook,  L.  R.  6  Ex.  79;  Mc- 
Kenzie  v.  British  Linen  Co.,  6  App.  Gas. 
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68:  Shisler  v.  Vandike,  92  Pa.  St.  447,  87 
Am.  Rep.  704;  Henry  Christian  Assn.  ▼. 
Walton,  87  Atl.  Rep.  261  (Pa.). 

i»  Forsyth  ▼.  Day,  46  Me.  176:  Wellingf,- 
ton  V.  Jackson,  121  Mass.  157;  Buck  v.  Wood, 
37  Atl.  Rep.  106  (Me.) ;  Howard  v.  Duncan, 
3  Lans.  175;  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Crofts,  4 
Allen,  447. 

«o  Vandcrbilt  v.  Turnpike  Co..  2  N. 
Y.  479;  Bevenofpe  v.  Rawson,  51  111.  694; 
Roby  V.  Cossitt,  78  111.  688. 


CH.  v.]  THE  PARTIES.  §  172 

And  the  principal  may  exist  only  in  contemplation  of 
law,  as  in  the  ease  of  estates  of  deceased  or  bankrupt 
persons ;  an  agent  may  contract  on  behalf  of  the  estate, 
and  the  administrators  or  trustees  may  take  advantage 
of  the  contract  though  they  were  not  appointed  or  even 
ascertained  at  the  time  of  its  making. 

The  principal  must  be  in  existence  at  the  time  the 
unauthorized  transaction  took  place.**  Thus  where  a 
person  enters  ^into  a  contract  as  promoter  or  trustee  on 
behalf  of  a  corporation  not  yet  formed,  and  the  com- 
pany when  formed  adopt  his  acts,  this  is  making  a  new 
contract  by  it,  and  not  ratifying  the  existing  one.**  In 
Kelner  v.  Bawter^^  the  promoters  of  a  company  as  yet 
unformed  entered  into  a  contract  on  its  behalf  and  the 
company  when  duly  incorporated  ratified  the  contract. 
It  became  bankrupt  and  the  defendant  who  had  con- 
tracted as  its  agent  was  sued  upon  the  contract.  It 
was  argued  that  the  liability  had  passed,  by  ratifica- 
tion, to  the  company  and  no  longer  attached  to  the  de- 
fendant, but  the  court  held  that  this  could  not  be.  Said 
WiLUS,  J. : 

"Could  the  'company'  become  liable  by  a  mere  ratification?  Clearly 
not.  Ratification  can  only  be  by  a  person  ascertained  at  the  time 
of  the  act  done, — ^by  a  person  in  existence  either  actually  or  in  con- 
templation of  law,  as  in  the  case  of  the  assignees  of  bankrupts,  or 
administrators  whose  title  for  the  protection  of  the  estate  vests  by 
relation." 

§172.    Form  of  Ra4;ification. 

Where  there  is  an  express  assent  to  or  an  express  con- 
firmation of  the  transaction  either  by  word  of  mouth 
or  in  writing,  the  proof  of  the  ratification  is  not  difS- 


ti  Watson  V.  Swaa.  11  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  771:       Pratt  ▼.  Oshkosh  Match  Co.,  89  Wis.  40«, 
LawBon  Ri^hu,  Rem.  ft  Pr..  $  88.  88  N.  W.  Rep.  84. 

>>  Lawson    Riffhts,    Remf  &  Pr.,  f  88:  2  3  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  175. 
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THE  PABTIES. 


[PAKT  I. 


cult,  though  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  if  the  agent's 
contract  is  required  by  law  to  be  under  seal  then  the 
principal's  ratification  must  be  under  seal  likewise.* 
But  where  the  agent  has  unnecessarily  affixed  a  seal  to 
the  contract  the  ratification  need  not  be  under  seal.* 
And  in  all  cases  no  formal  words  are  essential,  if  it  can 
be  gathered  from  the  contents  of  the  instrument  or  the 
language  used  that  an  express  ratification  was  in- 
tended.^ 

§173.     Ratification  hy  Acts  and  Conduct. 


It  is  not  even  necessary  that  the  principal  should  de- 
clare the  unauthorized  act  confirmed  by  him  in  so  many 
words.^  His  acts  and  conduct  are  always  construed 
liberally  in  favor  of  the  agent ;  and  when  they  are  incon- 
sistent with  anything  else  but  a  ratification,  the  pre- 
sumption of  ratification  is  almost  conclusive,*  and  es- 
pecially is  this  so  where  it  was  manifestly  for  his  bene- 
fit.^ Thus  silence  may  raise  a  presumption  of  ratifica- 
tion, for  a  principal  who  knows  of  an  unauthorized  act 
having  been  done  in  his  name  by  his  agent  must  give 
notice  of  his  dissent  within  a  reasonable  time,*  though 
he  is  not  required  to  disown  the  act  the  very  instant  he 
hears  of  it.*^     So  accepting  the  benefits  of  the  unauthor- 


iLawson  Rights,  Rem.  and  Pr.,  §  40  and 
casev  cited.  Hut  there  are  cases  denying 
that  this  is  requisite.  Holbrook  v.  Cham- 
berlin,  116  Mass.  116, 17  Am.  Kep.  140. 

aLedbetter  v.  Wallcer,  31  Ala.175;  Bales 
V.  Best,  13  B.  Mon.  215. 

8 Story  on  Agency,  §  262.  Where  a  stat- 
ute, however,  requires  an  agent's  authori- 
ty to  sell  lands  to  be  in  writing,  ratification 
of  his  act  must  be,  in  such  cases,  in  writ- 
ing.   Hawkins  v.  McGroarty,  110  Mo.  546. 

iLovejoy  v.  R.  Co.,  128  Mass.  480:  Haw- 
kins ▼.  Lange,22  Minn.  557:  Leaving  v. 
Butler,  69  111.  576:  Cooper  v.  Schwartz,  40 
Wis.  54;  Szymanski  V.  Plassan,  20  La.  Ann. 
90,  96  Am.  Dec.  882. 
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2  Penn.  Nav.  Co.  v.  Dandridge,  8  Gill  & 
J.  248,  29  Am.  Dec.  543;  Bryant  v.  Moore, 
26  Me.  84,  45  Am.  Dec.  97. 

sFlemmingv.  Ins.  Co..  4  Whart.  60, 
33  Am.  Dec.  88. 

«Lee  V.  Fontaine,  10  Ala.  756,  44  Am., 
Dec.  505;  Phil,  etc.,  R.  C.  v.  Cowell,  28 
Pa.  St.  829, 70  Am.  Dec.  128;  Smith  v. 
Sheehey,  12Wall.  358;  Fainell  v.Howard,  29 
la.  881;  Williams  v.  Merritt,  33  111.  263; 
Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  41. 

5 Miller  v.  Excelsior  Stone  Co.,  1  111, 
App.  778;  Dupont  v.  Wetherman,  10  Cal. 
364;  Robinson  v.  Chapline,  9  Ia.91;  Walters 
V.  Monroe,  17  Md.  150,  77  Am.  Dec.  828. 


CH.  v.] 


THE  PARTIES. 


§  175 


ized  act®  (provided,  of  course,  that  the  principal  was 
aware  of  all  the  material  facts)  :^  suing  the  party  on 
the  contract,^  or  suing  the  agent  for  the  money  re- 
ceived,® or  defending  an  action  arising  out  of  the  con- 
tract,^^  have  all  been  held  to  imply  a  ratification.^^ 

§174.     Declarations  of  Agent 

The  authority  of  the  agent  to  bind  the  priu'^.ipal  can 
not  be  proved  by  the  agent's  statements  as  to  the  extent 
of  his  authority  ;^  nor  can  an  agent  give  himself  au- 
thority to  bind  his  principal  by  false  statements  to 
those  with  whom  he  deals  as  to  the  extent  of  his  au- 
thority;^ nor  can  a  special  agent  enlarge  his  authority 
by  such  statements.^  Statements  by  an  agent  before  he 
received  authority  to  act  or  after  it  had  been  with- 
drawn, or  not  within  the  scope  of  his  agency,  do  not 
bind  his  principal/ 

§175.     Ratification  Shifts  lAahility  to  Principal. 

The  ratification  by  the  principal  absolves  the  agent 
from  all  liability  and  estops  the  principal  from  claim- 
ing damages  against  the  agent  for  his  unlawful  inter- 


AGibsoa  v.  Norway  Sav.  Bank,  69  Me. 
679;  Dam  v.  Gale,  88  111.  186:  Gold  Mining 
Co.  V.  Nat.  Bank.  96  U.  S.  640;  Edie  v. 
Ashbaugh*  44  la.  619;  Sartwell  v.  Frost, 
122  Mass.  184;  Pike  v.  Duglass,  28  Ark.  59; 
Brown  v.  LaCrosse  City  Ins.  Co.,  21  Wis. 
61;  Gulick  v.  Grovcr,  83  N.  J.  (L.)  463,  97 
Am.  Dec.  728;  Mundorf  v.  Wickersbam,  63 
Pa.  St.  87,8  Am.  St.  Rep.  531. 

7  See  ante,  f  171. 

sCopeland  v.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pick.  198;  Ham 
V.  Boody,  iSO  N.  H.  411.  51  Am:  Dec.  285; 
Drennan  v.  Walker,  21  Ark.  583;  Beid- 
man  V.  Goodell,  69  la.  698. 

•Story  on  Agency.  $259. 

ioLatbrop  v.  Com.  Bk.,  8  Dana,  118,  83 
Am.  Dec.  4S1. 

1  ^  And  see  illustrative  cases  cited  on  this 


point  in  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  41, 
p.  48-64. 

iHowe  Machine  Co.  v.  Clark,  15  Kan, 
492:  Reynolds  v.  Continent  Ins.  Co.,  8. 
Mich.  181; -Maxeyv.  Heckethorn,  44  111.6 
438:  Brigbam  v.  Peters,  1  Gray  189;  Peck  v, 
Ritchey,  66  Mo.  114;  Streeter  v.  Poor.  4 
Kan.  412;  Harker  v.  Dement,  9  Gill.  7,  62 
Am.  Dec.  670;  McDougald  v.  Dawson,  90 
Ala.  558;  Whiting  v.  Lake.  91  Pa.  St.  849: 
Metchum  v.  Dunlap,  98  Mo.  418.  But  an 
agency  may  be  proved  by  ihe  agent  him- 
self.    Thayer  v.  Meeker,  86  III.  470. 

^Stringham  v.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Abb.  App. 
3i5;  Grover&  Baker  Co.  v.  Polhemus,  34 
Mich.  247. 

aStollenwerck  v.  Thacher.  115  Mass.  224. 

«Clark  V.  Baker,  2  Whart.  840. 
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§  176  THE  PARTIES.  [PAKT  I. 

ference.^  The  principal  becomes  as  liable  for  the  agent's 
acts  as  though  he  had  originally  authorized  them,^  and 
all  the  responsibilities  are  shifted  from  the  agent  to  the 
principal.*  The  principal  may  in  like  manner  bring 
suit  on  the  contract,'  and  the  agent  becomes  entitled  to 
the  same  rights  and  compensation  as  if  his  act  had  been 
originally  auhorized.*  If  an  agent  improperly  appoints 
a  subagent,  the  ratification  of  the  acts  of  the  subagent 
by  the  principal  will  bind  him  in  the  same  manner  as 
though  he  had  originally  given  the  agent  authority  to 
delegate  the  execution  of  his  orders.*^  But  it  will  create 
no  liability  on  the  principal's  part  to  pay  for  the  ser- 
vices of  the  subagent.^ 

« 

§176.     What  Acts  Can  Not  he  Ratified. 

"Where  an  act  is  beneficial  to  the  principal  and  does 
not  create  an  immediate  right  to  have  some  other  act 
or  duty  performed  by  a  third  person,  but  amounts  sim- 
ply to  the  assertion  of  a  right  on  the  part  of  the  prin- 
cipal, there  the  rule  [that  the  principal  may  ratify  an 
unauthorized  act]  seems  generally  applicable.  .  .  . 
On  the  other  hand  if  the  act  done  by  such  person  would 
if  authorized  create  a  right  to  have  some  act  or  duty 
performed  by  a  third  person  so  as  to  subject  him  to 
damages  or  losses  for  the  non-performance  of  that  act 
or  duty,  or  would  defeat  a  right  or  estate  already  vested 
in  the  latter,  there  the  subsequent  ratification  or  adop- 
tion of  the  unauthorized  act  by  the  principal  will  not 

iMeehan  v.  Forcatcr.  58  N.  Y.  877;  Mc-  158;  Roby  v.  Cossett,  78  III.  G88;  Bray  v. 

Cracken  v.   San  Francisco,  16    Cal.  AM:  Gunn,  85  Ga.,  144;  Mason  ▼.  Caldwell, 5 

OwiniT  V.  Hull,  2  Pet.  807;  Thorndike  v.  Gilm.    196.  48    Am.  Dec.    880;  Violctt   v. 

Godfrey,  8  Greenl.  439;  Farwell  v.  Meyer,  Powell,  10  B.  Mon.  347,  62  Am.  Dec.  548. 

85  111.  41;  Bray  v.  Gunn  68  Ga.  144:  Wood-  agtory  on  Agency,  §  244. 

ward  ▼.  Suydam,  11  Ohio,  880:  Meyer  v.  ^u     f-          w  «.            a  m     ^    m^ 

Morgan,  61  Miss.  21.  24  Am.  Rep.  617.  ^Hopkins  v.  Mollineux,  4  Wend.  466, 

«Ballou  V.  Talbot,  16  Mass.  461.  8  Am.  » Strickland  ▼.  Hudson,  55  Miss.  286. 

Dec.  146;  Rofl^ers  v.  Kneeland.  10  Wend.  «Homan  v.  Ins.  Co.,  7  Mo.  App.  88. 

218;  Clark  v.  Van  Rennsdyk,  9  Crancb. 
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CH.  v.]  THE   PABTIES.  §  177^ 

give  validity  to  it  as  to  bind  such  third  person  to  the 
consequences."^  The  cases  cited  in  illustration  of  this 
rule  by  Story  are :  the  case  of  a  lease  containing  a  con- 
dition for  determination  by  either  party  on  six  months' 
notice,  such  notice  being  given  by  an  unauthorized 
agent  ;^  the  case  of  a  demand  by  one  without  authority 
on  a  debtor  for  a  debt  f  a  notice  of  dishonor  of  a  note  ;* 
'  and  others.  The  ground  upon  which  this  is  put  is, 
that  in  these  cases  the  advantage  is  all  with  the  princi- 
pal; he  may  play  fast  and  loose;  he  may  adopt  the 
agent's  acts,  if  he  subsequently  thinks  it  beneficial  to 
him,  and  repudiate  them  if  otherwise.  So  it  has  been 
held  in  Louisiana  that  the  ratification  of  an  unauthor- 
ized contract  of  re-insurance  or  double  insurance  must 
be  made  before  the  loss  occurs,  or  it  will  be  of  no  avail.* 


(11) 

The  Effect  op  the  Relation. 

* 

§177.     Introductory. 

Having  seen  the  modes  in  which  the  relation  of 
principal  and  agent  may  be  formed,  we  pass  now  to  the 
effect  of  that  relation.  And  the  subject  will  be  consid- 
ered under  three  heads :  A.  The  rights  and  liabilities  of 
principal  and  agent  inter  se,  B.  The  rights  and  liabil- 
ities of  the  parties  where  the  agent  contracts  as  agent 
for  a  named  principal.  C.  The  rights  and  liabilities  of 
the  parties  where  the  agent  contracts  for  a  principal 
whose  name  or  whose  existence  he  does  not  disclose. 

1  Story  on  Agency,   SS    246,  aW.     Sec  3Coorc   v.  Callaway,  1  Bap.  88;  Free- 

Farmers'  Loan  Co.  ▼.  R.  Co.,  88  Fed.  Rep.       man  v.  Boynton,7  Mass.  483. 

WO-  *TindalI  v.  Brown,  1  Term.  Rep.  167; 

<Bu8on  V.  Denman,  2  Ex.  187;  Lyster  v.       Stanton  v.  Blossom,  14  Mass.  116. 
Goldwin,  8  Ad.  &  E.  (N.  S.)  148.  sAlliance  Ass.  Co.  v.  Sute  Ins.  Co.,  La. 

Ann.  1,  28  Am.  Dec.  117. 
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[part  I. 


(a) 

RIGHTS  AND  LIABILITIES  OF  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT 

INTER  SE 

§178.     Duty  of  Principal  to  Reward  and  Indemnify 

Agent. 

The  principal  is  bound  to  pay  the  agent  such  compen- 
sation or  commission  for  the  employment  as  may  have 
been  agreed  upon  between  them  or  as  may  be  customary 
in  similar  cases  for  similar  seryices,^  unless  he  is  a 
gratuitous  agent^  or  unless  the  value  of  the  service 
performed  or  the  express  or  implied  understanding  be- 
tween the  parties  show  that  no  claim  for  pay  was  in- 
tended.^ And  one  who  acts  without  authority  as  an 
agent,  if  his  acts  are  afterwards  ratified,  becomes  enti- 
tled to  the  same  compensation  as  if  he  had  been  duly 
authorized.*  Where  the  agent  has  agreed  to  leave  the 
amount  of  his  compensation  to  the  principal's  discre- 
tion or  generosity  he  can  not  recover  more  than  the 
principal  chooses  to  give,^  although  if  the  agreement  is 
that  he  is  to  be  allowed  a  reasonable  compensation  to 
be  fixed  by  his  employer,  he  may  bring  his  action  for  a 
reasonable  compensation,  if  his  employer  neglect  or  re- 
fuse to  fix  it.^ 

But  the  agent  can  recover  nothing  for  his  services 
where  the  service  was  for  an  illegal  purpose^  or  where 
he  has  been  guilty  of  gross  neglect,  unfaithfulness  or 


iManffum  v.  Ball,  43  Miss.  288,  5  Am. 
Rep.  488;  Brifirgs  v.  Boyd,  56  N.  Y.  -^89: 
Dexier  v.  Campbell,  187  Mass.  198;  Fuller 
V.  Ellis,  39  Vt.  346:  Lawson  Usages  &  Cus- 
toms, §  151. 

2 Story  on  Agency,  §  SiS4;  Morrison  v. 
Orr,  8  St.  A  P.  47,  83  Am.  Dec.  819;  Morrow 
V.  Allison,  39  Ala.  70. 

3  Id. 

« Wilson  ▼.  Dame.  68  N.  H.  882;  Beall  v. 
January,  82  Mo.  434. 
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s  Taylor  v.  Brewer.  1  M.  &  S.  290. 

8  Story  on  Afj^ency,  §  885. 

'Trist  V.  Child,  21  Wall.  441;  Farcira  v. 
Gabell.  89  Pa.  St.  89;  McBratney  v.  Chand- 
ler, 2'i  Kan.  692;  Crane  v.  Whittemore,  4 
Mo.  App.  610;  Gray  v.  Hook.  4  N.  Y.  449; 
Clippinger  v.  Hepbaugh,  5  W.  &  S.  315,  40 
Am.  Dec.  519;  Harvey  v.  Merrill,  150 
Mass.  1. 
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fraud  in  the  performance  of  his.  duties^  or  has  violated 
his  instructions.® 

He  is  bound  likewise  to  indemnify  the  agent  for  all 
acts  lawfully  done  in  the  execution  of  his  authority.^® 
This  extends  not  only  to  all  expenses  l^ally  and  prop- 
erly incurred  on  the  principal's  behalf*^  but  to  all  acts 
done  by  him  in  the  course  of  his  agency,  in  which  he 
has  undertaken  a  liability  or  sustained  a  damaga^^  In 
Howe  V.  Buffalo,  etc.,  Rmlroad  Co.j^^  a  railroad  con- 
ductor was  instructed  by  the  company  not  to  receive  for 
fare  a  certain  class  of  tickets.  A  passenger  having  pre- 
sented one  of  these  tickets,  the  conductor  refused  to 
receive  it  and  ejected  the  passenger.  The  passenger 
having  brought  suit  against  him  and  obtained  judgment 
it  was  held  that  he  had  a  right  to  recover  against  the 
company  the  amount  of  the  judgment  and  the  damage 
sustained  by  him  in  carrying  out  his  orders.  Said  the 
court : 

"The  plaintiff  acted  in  good  faith  and  in  obedience  to  the  de- 
fendant's instructions.  He  supposed  the  company  to  possess  the  au- 
thority it  assumed,  and  he  found  himself  involved  in  a  serious  lia- 
bility by  fidelity  in  discharge  of  a  duty  imposed  by  his  principal 
where  he  was  wholly  free  from  intentional  wrong.  .  .  .  The 
court  below  was  right  in  holding  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
redress.  There  is  an  implied  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  principal 
to  indemnify  an  innocent  agent  for  obeying  his  orders,  where  the 
act  would  have  been  lawful  in  respect  to  both,  if  the  principal  really 
had  the  authority  which  he  claimed." 

The  liability,  however,  must  not  have  been  incurred 


•  Fisher  v.  Dynes.  62  Ind.  34S;  Smith  v. 
Crews,  3  Mo.  App.  269;  Vennum  v.  Gre&f- 
ory,2l  Iowa,  826;  Sea  V.  Carpenter,  16  Ohio. 
413:  Short  v.  Millard.  68  111.  208;  Segar  v. 
Parrish,  80  Gratt,  672. 

•Jones  V.  Hoyt,  26  Conn.  386;  Hoyt  v. 
Shipherd,  70  111.  309;  Fraser  v.  Wyckoff, 
63  N.  Y.  445;  Beall  v.  January,  62  Mo.  434. 

loHaas  V.  RuBton,  14  Ind.  (App  )  8,  4a 
N.  B  Rep.  30a;  Lawson  Rights,  Kem.  & 
Pr.,  i  »7. 

X 1  White  V.  National  Bank,  102  U.  S.  656; 
Durantv.  Burt,  98  Mass.  161;   Brown  ▼. 


Phelps.  103  Mass.  313;  Beach  v.  Branch,  57 
Ga.362. 

1  > Mohawk,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Costigan,  2 
Sandf.  Ch.  306;  Green  v.  Goddard.  9  Mete. 
228;  Howard  v.  Clark.  43  Mo.  344:  Yeatman 
▼.  Corder,  88  Mo.  837;  Coventry  v.  Barton, 
17  Johns.  142.  8  Am.  Dec.  37fi;  Clark  v. 
Jones,  16  Lea  351;  Grace  v.  Mitchell,  31 
Wis.  683, 11  Am.  Rep.  613:  Tarr  v.  North v, 
17Me.  113,  35  Am.  Dec.  282;Gurney  v.  R. 
Co.,  48  Minn.  496,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  256. 

1337N.  Y.298. 
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without  cause  or  beyond  the  agent's  authority  or  in- 
structions/* or  after  his  authority  has  been  revoked;^' 
nor  must  the  agent  have  been  guilty  of  negligence  or 
unfaithfulness  in  his  agency.*®  If  the  money  advanced 
by  the  agent  or  the  liability  incurred  by  him,  were  ad- 
vanced or  incurred  for  an  illegal  or  immoral  purpose, 
no  suit  will  lie  by  the  agent  against  the  principal  for 
reimbursement,*''  unless  the  agent  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  illegality  of  the  transaction,  or  his  act  was  not  a 
part  of  it*® 

And  the  loss  must  have  proceeded  directly  from  the 
execution  of  the  authority.  An  agent  who  should  be 
robbed  of  his  own  money  while  on  a  journey  for  his 
principal,  or  should  receive  an  injury  while  simUarly 
engaged,  would  clearly  have  no  recourse  against  his 
principal  for  indemnity.*® 

§179.     Duties  of  Agent — In  General. 

For  a  violation  of  those  duties  which  the  agent  owes 
to  the  principal  and  which  the  principal  has  a  right  to 
expect  of  the  agent,  the  latter  is  responsible  for  all  the 
damages  which  are  the  natural  result  thereof.*  These 
duties  are  to  enter  upon  the  performance  of  the  agency 
after  having  accepted  the  employment,^  to  use  ordinary 
skill  and  diligence  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties,'   to 


1 « Pickering:  v.  Demerritt.  100  Mass.  415; 
Day  V.  Holmes,  108  Mass.  S97;  Van  Dyke  v. 
Brown,  8  N.J.  (Eq.)  «57;  Schrack  v.  Mc- 
Knlght.  84  Pa.  St.  S6;  Corbin  v.  Ameri- 
can  Mills,  27  Conn.  274.  71  Am.  Dec.  68; 
WUlUms  ▼.  Littlefield,  12  Wend.  868:  How- 
ard V.  Tucker,  1  Barn.  &  Aid.  772;  Save^ 
land  V.  Green,  36  Wis.  612. 

1  s  Story  on  Agency,  $  840. 

isDodffe  V.  Tileston,  12  Pick.  888;  Mon- 
triou  V.  Jeffreys,  2  Car.  A  P.  118;  Storer  v. 
Eaton.  00  Me.  219.  79  Am.  Dec.  611. 

iTArmstronflT  V.  Tolcr,  11  Wheat.  268; 
Kennett  v.  Chambers,  14  How.  88;  Graves 
V.  Delaplatne,  14  Johns.  146;  Pariera  v. 
Gabell,  89  Pa.  St.  89;  Stebbins  v.  Leowolf , 
8  Cush.  137;  Crawford  v.  Spencer,  92  Mo. 
498;  Hill  v.  Johnson,  88  Mo.  (App.)  883; 
Harvey  v.  Merrill,  150  Mass.  1. 15  Am,  St. 
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Rep.  100.    The  rule  in  England  seems  to 
be  different.    See  Reed  v.  Anderson,  13  O 
B.  D.  779;  Seymour  v.  Bridfl^e,  14  Q.  B.    D 

isArmstronfiTv.  Toler.  11  Wheat.  258 
Greenwood  v.  Curtis,  6  Mass.  JI8B,  4  Am 
Dec.  145;  Moore  v  Appleton,  26  Ala.  683 
Drummond  v.  Humphreys.  89  Me.  847 
Warren  v.  Hewitt,  45  Ga.  501. 

IB  Powell  V.  Trustees.  19  Johns.  284. 

1  Price  V.  Keyes,  62  N.  T.  S78;  Dodge  v. 
Tileston,  12  Pick.  828;  Bell  ▼.  Cunning- 
ham, 8  Pet.  69;  Johnson  v.  Wade,  68  Tenn. 
480. 

"Lawson  Rights.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  S  78. 

sMyles  v.  Myles  0  Bush.  387;  Moore  v. 
Gholson,  84  Miss.  872;  Hemenway  v.  Hem- 
enway,  6  Pick.  889;  Mitchell  v.  Aten.  87 
Kan.  381, 1  Am.  St.  Rep.  281. 
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act  in  good  faith  in  the  interest  of  the  principal/  to  obey 
his  orders  and  instructions,*^  to  give  notice  to  the  prin- 
cipal of  every  fact  which  it  is  to  his  interest  to  know  for 
his  guidance,®  to  keep  regular  accounts  of  his  transac- 
tions in  his  principal's  business,''  and  to  account  to  his 
principal  for  money  received,  goods  sold  and  orders  ob- 
tained.® 

These  duties  are  clear  and  need  no  extended  illustra- 
tion or  explanation.  But  there  are  others  to  which  a 
more  extended  discussion  will  not  be  inappropriate,  viz. : 
The  agent's  duty  to  make  no  profit  out  of  the  agency  be- 
yond his  compensation  or  commission,  and  his  duty  to 
perform  the  service  in  person. 

• 
§180,     Same — To  Make  no  Personal  Profit. 

The  agent  is  bound  not  to  make  any  profit  out  of 
transactions  into  which  he  may  enter  on  behalf  of  his 
principal  in  the  course  of  the  employment,  other  than 
the  commission  or  compensation  agreed  upon  between 
them.  Such  a  failure  by  the  agent  to  fulfill  his  obliga- 
tions to  his  principal  may  take  place  in  three  ways,  viz. : 
(1)  He  may  accept  reward  from  the  other  party  to  the 
transaction  in  which  he  is  engaged,  and  thus  may  ac- 
quire an  interest  adverse  to  that  of  his  employer.  Id 
other  words,  he  may  be  bribed  to  make  a  bad  bargain  for 
his  principal.  Or*  (2)  he  may  depart  from  his  character 
t)f  agent  and  assume  th^t  of  principal,   becoming  the 


•  Holladay  v.  Davis,  9  Oregon,  49;  Rubi- 
does  T.  Parks,  48  Cal.  815. 

sClarke  v.  Roberts,  36  Mich.  FM;  FolU 
ansbee  v.  Parker,  70  111.  11;  Williams  v. 
Wiggiaa.  80  Md.  404;  Robinson  Machine 
Co.  V.  Vorse,  62  Iowa,  907:  Thompson  ▼. 
Stewart.  8  Conn.  171.  8  Am.  Dec.  168;  Lav- 
-erty  ▼.  Snethen,  68  N.  Y.  S22. 28  Am.  Rep. 
184;  Bank  of  Owensboro  v .  Western  Banlc, 
18  Bush.  826,  86  Am.  Rep.  211;  Recht* 
-scherd  v.  Bank,  47  Mo.  181.    If  he  disobeys 


his  instructions,  he  will  be  liable  even 
though  he  may  have  used  reasonable  dill- 
gence.    Butts  v.  Phelps,  79  Mo.  808. 

«CIark  V.  Bank,  17  Pa.  St.  824;  Forrester 
v.  Boardman.  1  Story,  41;  Dodge  v.  Perk- 
ins, 0  Pick.  868. 

'White  V.  Lincoln,  8  Vesey,  868;  Lawson 
Rights.  Rem.  A  Pr.,  S  89. 

8  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  S  89;  Sou- 
began  Bk.  v.  WalUce,  61  N.  H.  24. 
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buyer  of  that  which  he  is  employed  to  sell,  or  the  seller 
of  that  which  he  is  employed  to  buy.  Or  ( 3 )  he  may  by 
taking  advantage  of  his  position  as  agent,  and  through 
the  information  he  receives  as  such,  make  a  profit  or 
procure  an  advantage  for  himself. 

( 1 )  This  ca«e  is  an  obvious  fraud  on  the  principal, 
and  it  is  clear  that  he  can  neither  recover  the  money 
promised,  nor  retain  it  even  after  it  is  paid  over  to  him.* 
Thus  where  an  engineer  in  the  employ  of  a  railroad 
company  was  promised  a  commission  by  another  com- 
pany for  the  use  of  his  influence  with  his  employers  to 
obtain  an  acceptance  by  them  of  a  tender  made  by  the 
latter  company,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover 
the  amount  promised.     Said  the  court: 

"It  needs  no  authority,  to  show  that  even 'though  the  employers 
are  not  actually  injured  and  the  bribe  falls  to  have  the  intended 
effect,  a  contract  such  as  this  is  a  corrupt  one  and  cannot  be  en- 
forced."* 

In  another  case  the  agent  was  employed  to  purchase 
a  ship.  The  vendor  had  promised  his  broker  that  he 
should  have  all  that  he  got  for  the  ship  over  £8,500,  and 
the  agent  purchased  the  ship  for  his  employer  for  £9,250 
receiving  from  the  broker  by  an  arrangement  with  him 
the  sum  of  £225,  a  part  of  the  excess  price.  It  was 
held  that  the  employer  was  entitled  to  recover  the  £225 
from  his  agent^ 

(2)  In  this  case  there  need  bc^  no  actual  fraud  on  the 
pai*t  of  the  agent,  nevertheless  it  is  well  settled  that  if 
one  is  employed  to  buy  or  sell  on  behalf  of  another  he 
may  not  sell  to  his  employer  or  buy  of  him.  Nor,  if  he 
is  employed  to  bring  his  principal  into  contractual  re- 

1  Atlee  V.  Fink,  75  Mo.  100,  42  Am.  Rep.  a  Morrison  v.  Thompson,  L.   R.  9  Q.  B. 

385.  480. 

t  Harrington  v.  Victoria  Graving  Dock 
Co.,  3  Q.  B.  D.  549. 
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lations  with  others  may  he  assume  the  position  of  the 
other  contractng  pai'ty.*  This  rule  of  law  is  generally 
Dased  on  the  fiduciary  relation  of  agent  and  principal; 
the  agent  is  bound  to  do  the  best  he  can  for  his  princi- 
pal ;  if  he  puts  himself  in  a  position  in  which  he  has  an 
interest  in  direct  antagonism  to  this  duty,  it  is  difficult 
to  suppose  that  the  special  knowledge,  on  the  strength  of 
which  he  was  employed,  is  not  exercised  to  the  disadvan- 
tage of  his  employer.  Or  it  may  be  based  on  the 
ground  that  if  A  employs  B  to  make  a  bargain  for  him 
with  some  third  party,  the  contract  of  employment  is 
not  fulfilled  if  B  makes  the  bargain  for  himself.  The 
employer  may  sustain  no  loss,  but  he  has  not  got  what 
he  bargained  for.^ 

This  fiduciary  relation  stands  also  in  the  way  of  one 
secretly  acting  as  agent  for  both  the  parties  to  a  con- 
tract when  the  matter  requires  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tion and  judgment.® 

"The  principle  on  which  rests  the  well-settled  doctrine  that  a  man 
f  cannot  become  the  purchaser  of  property  for  his  own  use  and  bene- 
fit which  is  intrusted  to  him  to  sell,  Is  equally  applicable  when  the 
same  person  without  the  authority  or  consent  of  the  parties  inter- 
ested, undertakes  to  act  as  the  agent  of  both  vendor  and  purchaser. 
The  law  does  not  allow  a  man  to  assume  relations  so  essentially  in- 
consistent and  repugnant  to  each  other.  The  duty  of  an  agent  for 
a  vendor,  is  to  sell  the  property  at  the  highest  price;  of  the  agent 
for  the  purchaser,  to  buy  it  for  the  lowest:  These  duties  are  so  ut- 
terly irreconcilable  and  conflicting  that  they  cannot  be  performed 
by  the  same  person  without  great  danger  that  the  rights  of  one 
principal  will  be  sacrificed  to  promote  the  interests  of  the  other. 


4Rinf?o  V.  Burns,  10  Pet.  260;  Smith  v. 
Brotherline,  62  Pa.  St.  461;  Collins  v. 
Rainey,  42  Ark.  681;  Woodman  v.  Davis.  32 
Kan.  344;  Fountain  Coal  Co.  v.  Phelps,  95 
Ind.  271:  Ellsworth  v.  Cordrey,  68  Iowa, 
67ft;  Peckham  Iron  Co.  v.  Harper,  4KObio 
St.  100;  Armstrong  v.  Elliott,  29  Mich.  485; 
Pinnock  ▼.  Clough,  16  Vt.  500,  42  Am.  Dec. 
521;  Bain  v.  Brown,  56  N.  Y.  285;  Scott  v. 
Mann,  86  Tex.  157;  Mason  v.  Bauman,  62 
111.76;  Grumley V.Webb,  44  Mo.  444.100 
Am.  Dec.  904;  uaines  v.  Allen,  68  Mo.  541; 
<:ollins  V.  Case,  28  Wis.  280;  Taussig  v. 


Hart,  68  N.  Y.  425;  Murdock  v.  Milner,  84, 
Mo.  06. 

sOn  this  second  argument  see  Sbarman 
V.  Brandt,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  720. 

^Copeland  v.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pick.  204;  Rupp 
V.  Sampson,  16  Gray,  396,  7.7  Am.  Dec.  416; 
Grant  v.  Hardy,  38  Wis.  668;  BoUman  v. 
Loomis.  41  Conn.  581;  Lynch  v.  Fallon,  11 
R.  1.311,28  Am.  Rep.  458;  Mercantile  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Hope  Ins.  Co.,  8  Mo.  A  pp.  406;  Brit- 
ish-Am. Ins.  Co.  V.  Cooper,  6  Colo.  App. 
25,  40  Pac.  Rep.  147. 
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or  that  neither  of  them  will  enjoy  the  benefit  of  a  discreet  and  faith- 
ful exercise  of  the  trust  reposed  in  the  agent  As  it  cannot  be  sup> 
posed  that  the  vendor  and  purchaser  would  employ  the  same  person 
to  act  as  their  agent  to  buy  and  sell  the  same  property,  it  is  clear 
that  it  operates  as  a  surprise  on  both  parties  and  is  a  breach  of 
the  trust  and  confidence  intended  to  be  reposed  in  the  agent  by 
them  respectlTely,  if  his  intent  to  act  as  agent  of  both  in  the  same 
transaction  is  concealed  from  them."^ 

A  double  agency  may  be  undertaken  with  the  consent 
of  the  principal  and  in  certain  cases  it  is  customary  to 
do  so.  Thus,  brokers,®  or  a  middleman  in  an  exchange,* 
may  act  for  both  parties  and  receive  compensation  from 
each  ;^^  and  so  of  course  where  each  party  has  notice 
that  he  is  acting  for  both  and  each  agrees  to  pay  him  a 
commission.^  ^ 

(3)  The  agent  is  not  permitted  to  make  any  secret 
profit  or  advantage  out  of  his  agency,  and  all  profits  or 
advantages  directly  or  indirectly  made  by  him  in  the 
course  of,  or  in  connection  with  his  employment 
whether  in  performance  of  or  in  violation  of  his  duty  be-  ^ 
long  to  the  principal.^^  He  will  not  be  allowed  to  take 
advantage  of  information  which  he  has  acquired 
through  his  position  to  use  it  for  his  own  benefit.^*  In 
Davis  V.  Hamlinj^*  an  employee  of  a  lessee  of  a  theater. 


TBisrelow,  C.  J.,  in  Farnsworth  v.  Hem- 
mer,  1  Allen,  494,  79  Am.  Dec.  766. 

sRowe  V.  Stevens,  S  Jones  A  S.  189; 
Spyer  ▼.  Fisher,  6  Jones  &  S.  98. 

•Mullen-v.  Keetzleb,  7  Bush.  263;  Rupp 
V.  Sampson,  16  Gray.  898,  77  Am.  Dec.  419; 
Siefjrel  V.  Gould,  7  Lans.  177;  Orton  ▼. 
Schofield,  61  Wis.  382;  Green  v.  Robertson, 
64  Cal.  76. 

1  ^Alexander  v.  University,  57  Ind.  466; 
Lynch  v.  Fallon,  11  R.  I.  811,  23  Am.  Rep. 
458;  Meyer  v.  Hanchett,  89  Wis.  419. 

1  iRowe  V.  Stevens,  63  N.  Y.  621;  Alex, 
ander  v.  University,  67  Ind.  466; 
Bell  V.  McConnell,  87  Ohio  St.  896,  41 
Am.  Rep.  628;  Joslin  v.  Cowee,  66  N.  Y. 
626;  Adams  Mininff  Co.  v.  Senter,  26  Mich. 
78;  Capener   v.  Hogan,  40  Ohio  St.  208. 

It  Bain  v.  Brown,  66  N.  Y.  286;  Dodd  v. 
Wakeman,  26  N.  J.   (Eq.)  484;  Stoner  v. 
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Weiser.  24  Iowa,  434:  Leake  v.  Sutherland » 
26  Ark.  219;  Krutz  v.  Fisher.  8  Kan.  90; 
Moinett  v.  Days,  1  Baxt.  431-  Rhea  v. 
Puryear,  26  Ark.  844;  Jaques  v.  Bdfl^ell,  40 
Mo.  76;  Bunker  v.  Miles,  80  Me.  481.  60 
Am.  Dec.  682;  Pe^ram  v.  Charlotte.,etc.  R. 
Co.,  84  N.  C.  696,  87  Am.  Rep.  689:  Grum- 
ley  v.  Webb,  44  Mo.  444,  100  Am.  Dec.  804; 
Simons  v.  Vulcan  Oil  Co.,  61  Pa.  St.  202, 
100  Am.  Dec.  628;  Miller  v.  L.  A  N.  R.  Co., 
88  Ala.  274.  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  722;  Woodstock 
Iron  Co.  V.  Richmond  Co.  9  S.  C.  Rep.  402 
(U.  S.);  Boff  V.  Irvine,  108  Mo.  878. 

1  sRinpo  V.  Binns,  10  Pet.  329:  Henry  v. 
Raiman,  26  Pa.  St.  864,  64  Am.  Dec.  708; 
Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  N.  Y.  327,  78  Am. 
Dec.  192;  Norris  v.  Tayloe,  49  111.  17,  96 
Am.  Dec.  668;  Pcffram  v.  R.  Co.,  84  N.  C. 
096, 87  Am.  Rep.  689;  Gower  v.  Andrew,  69 
Cal.  119,  48  Am.  Rep.  242. 

1  «108  lU.  89,  48  Am.  Rep.  541. 
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shortly  before  the  lease  expired,  secretly  procured  a 
lease  of  the  premises  for  a  new  term  to  himself  at  an 
advanced  rent.  It  was  held  that  the  employer  was  en- 
titled to  the  new  lease,  as  he  would  be  considered  as 
holding  it  as  trustee  for  him.     Said  the  court : 

"The  renewal  of  the  lease  was  obtained  by  a  confidential  agent 
in  violation  of  the  duty  of  his  relation  and  acquired  presumably  be- 
cause of  peculiar  means  of  knowledge  of  the  profitableness  of  the 
business  afforded  him  by  the  confidential  position  in  which  he  was 
employed.  A  .personal  benefit  thus  obtained  by  an  agent  equity  will 
hold  to  inure  for  the  benefit  of  the  principal." 

§181.     Losses  Fall  on  Principal. 

And  because  to  the  principal  belong  the  profits,  he 
must  bear  the  losses  which  may  occur  in  the  course  of 
the  agency  and  which  are  not  the  result  of  the  agent's 
lack  of  diligence  or  neglect  of  duty.^ 

§182.    Agent  May  Not  Delegate  His  Authority. 


The  agent  may  not  as  a  rule  delegate  to  another  per- 
son the  power  to  do  that  which  he  has  undertaken  to  do 
himself.^  Delegata  potestas  non  potest  delegaH  is  a 
maxim  of  the  law,  for  the  reason  that  one  who  selects 
another  to  do  an  act  for  him  relies  on  the  skill  and  in- 
tegrity of  the  person  selected  and  cannot  be  presumed 
to  intend  that  another  not  selected  by  him  should  exer- 
cise the  authority  conferred  on  the  man  of  his  choice.* 
But  the  principal  may  authorize  the  del^ation  either 
directly  pr  indirectly,*  and  the  authority  may  be  implied 


iJD'Arcy  ▼.  Lyie,  6  Binaey,  441. 

»  Bocock  V.  Pavey,  8  Ohio  St.  270;  War- 
ner V.  Martin.  11  How.  809;  Loeb' v.  Drake- 
ford,  75  Ala.  414:  O'Connor  ▼.  Arnold,  58 
Ind.  208;  Smith  v.  Sublett,  88  Tex.  168; 
Loomis  ▼.  Simpson.  18  la.  582:  Bissell  v.Ro- 
den,  84  Mo.  88.  84 Am.  Dec.  71;  Lyon  v.  Je- 
rome, 26  Wend.  485,87  Am.Dec.  271 ;  Locke's 
Appeal,  72  Pa.   St.  401,  18  Am.  Rep.  716; 


Wright  V.  Boynton,  87  N.  H.  9,  72  Am. 
Dec.  819;  Hill  v.  Morris,  15  Mo.  App.  832; 
McClure  ▼.  Miss.  Valley  Ins.  Co.,  4  Mo. 
App.  148;  Sheehan  v.  Gleeson,  48  Mo.  100. 

>  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  26. 

3  Furnas  v.  Frankman,  6  Neb.  429;  Van- 
Scholch  ▼.  Niagara  Ins.  Co.,  68  N.  Y.  48i; 
pray  ▼.  Murray,  8  Johns.  Ch.  167. 
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from  necessity,  qr  the  nature  of  the  business,*  or  from 
the  usage  of  the  particular  trade.*^  The  delegation  is 
likewise  legal  when  the  act  delegated  is  a  purely  minis- 
terial one  and  does  not  require  the  exercise  of  judgment 
and  discretion.®  In  Weaver  v.  Carnell^  A  authorized 
B  to  borrow  money  for  him  and  sign  his  name  to  a  note 
therefor.  B  borrowed  the  money  and  in  his  presence 
and  at  his  request  D  signed  the  note  in  A's  name.  This 
was  held  valid,  the  court  saying : 

"An  agent  cannot  delegate  any  portion  of  his  power  requiring  the 
exercise  of  discretion  or  judgment;  otherwise  however  as  to  powers 
and  duties  merely  mechanical  in  their  nature." 

Where  such  authority  exists  either  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly and  is  duly  exercised,  privity  of  contract  arises 
between  the  principal  and  the  substitute  and  the  latter 
becomes  as  responsible  to  the  former  for  the  due  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  which  the  employment  casts  on 
him  as  if  he  had  been  appointed  by  the  principal  him- 
self.® The  agent  is  liable  for  negligence  in  appointing 
the  subagent  but  not  for  his  negligent  acts.®  But 
where  there  is  no  such  express  or  implied  authority, 
and  the  agent  employs  a  subagent  for  his  own  conven- 
ience no  privity  of  contract  arises  between  the  princi- 
pal and  the  subagent.^ ^  On  default  of  the  agent  the 
principal  cannot  intervene  as  an  undisclosed  principal 
to  the  contract  between  agent  and  subagent.  Nor  can 
he  follow  his  property  into  the  hands  of  the  subagent  as 
being  his  employer.  And  the  agent  will  be  liable  to 
the  principal  for  the  subagent's  negligence.^^ 


«  Dorchester  Bank  v.  New  England  Bk., 
1  Gush.  177. 

s  Lawson  Usages  &  Cusioms,  §  145. 

•  Bodinc  v.  Ins.  Co.,  51  N.  Y.  117, 10  Am. 
Rep.  566;  Grady  v.  Ins.  Co.  60  Mo.  116; 
Com.  Bk.  V.  Norton,  1  Hill.  501;  Eld  ridge 
V.  Holway,  18  111.  446;  Williams  v.  Woods, 
16  Md.  m 

7  85  Ark.  198,  37  Am.  Rep.  82. 

8  De  Bussche  v.  Alt.  8  Ch.  Div.  810. 
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»  Warren  Bk.  v.  Suffolk  Bk  ,  10  Cash.  586; 
Tiernan  v.  Commercial  Bank,  7  How.  648, 
40  Am.  Dec.  88;  Bath  v.  Galon,  37  Mich.  199. 
But  see  Barnard  v.  Coffin,  141  Mass.  87,  65 
Am.  Rep.  448;  Morgan  v.  Tener,  88  Pa.  St. 
806. 

loHauback  v.  Corrigan,  54  Pac.  Rep.  129 
(Kan.). 

1 1  Barnard  v.  Goffin.Hl  Mass.  37,  55  Am, 
Rep.  443. 
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(B)  Bights  and   Liiibilities    of    Parties    Where    Prin- 
cipal Named. 

§183.     Principal  Bound,  Agent  Not. 

Where  an  agent  acting  within  his  authority  makes  a 
contract  in  the  name  of  his  principal,  the  latter  is 
bound,  and  the  agent  incurs  no  personal  liability  what- 
ever.^ And  so  where  one  contracts  with  or  sells  goods 
to  the  agent  of  a  known  principal,  the  principal  and  not 
the  agent  is  liable  on  the  contract,  and  for  the  price.* 
But  this  rule  does  not  apply  where  it  is  clear  that  the 
other  party  contracted  upon  the  credit  of  the  agent 
alone,  and  the  principal  was  not  either  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly named  as  the  person  to  be  responsible.^ 

"In  the  common  case  of  an  upholsterer  employed  to  furnish  a 
house,  dealing  liimself  in  only  one  branch  of  the  business,  he  ap- 
plies to  other  persons  to  furnish  those  articles  in  which  he  does  not 
deal.  These  persons  know  the  house  is  mine.  That  is  expressly 
stated  to  him.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  I,  though  the  person  to 
have  the  enjoyment  of  the  articles  furnished,  am  responsible.  Sup- 
pose another  case;  A  person  instructs  an  attorney  to  bring  an  action 
who  employs  his  own  stationer  [to  supply  him  with  paper]  gen- 
erally employed  by  him.  The  client  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  sta- 
tioner, if  the  attorney  becomes  insolvent.  The  client  .pays  the  attor- 
ney.   The  stationer,  therefore,  has  no  remedy  against  the  client."* 

Where  the  principal  is  named  as  the  contracting 
party,  the  only  questions  which  arise  are  as  to  (a)  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  agent's  authority,  (b)  the  form 
of  the  contract,  (c)  the  rights  of  the  parties  where  the 
agent  contracts  beyond  his  authority. 


I  Oelricha  v.  Ford,  28  How.  49;  Whit, 
neyv.  Wyman,  101  (J.  S.  3W;  Michael  v. 
Tpaes.  84  Mo.  578;  Se«n^  v.  Socks,  20  111.  818; 
r  razier  v.  Hendren*  80  Va.  965;  Simons  v. 
Heard,  28  Pick.  190,  84  Am.  Dec.  41;  Hall 
T.  Huntoon,  17  Vt.  944,  44  Am.  Dec.  83S; 
Davis  T.  Burnett,  4  Jones  71,  67  Am.  Dec. 
963;  Rathbon  v.  Budlong,  16,  Johns.  1.  An 
agent  disclosing  his  agency  and  acting  for 
a  named  principal  is  not  liable  to  one  who 
pays  money  to  htm  for  the  principal,  be- 


15 


cause  he  has  failed  to  turn  it  over  to  his 
principal.  Huffman  v.  Newman,  66  Neb. 
718.  76  N.  W.  Rep.  400. 

>  Meeker  v.  Cleghorn,  44  N.  Y.  840;  Fer- 
ris  V.  Kilmer,  48  N.  Y.  802. 

3  Ferri6  v.  Kilmer,  48  N.  Y.  818;  Meeker 
V.  Oeghorn.  44  N.  Y.  340;  Butler  v.  Even- 
ing Mail  Assn.,  61  N.  Y.  684. 

«  Lord  Brskine  in  Ex  parte  Hartop,  12 
Vesey,  352. 
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( 1. )    Nature  and  Extent  of  Agent's  Authority. 

§184.     General  and  Special  Agency  Distinguished, 

An  agency  is  either  general  or  special.  A  general 
agent  is  one  who  is  authorized  to  transact  all  the  busi- 
ness of  his  principal  or  all  his  business  of  a  particular 
kind :  a  special  agent  is  one  who  is  authorized  to  act 
only  in  a  particular  transaction.^  The  distinction  is 
stated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  thus : 

"The  distinction  between  a  general  and  a  special  agency  is  in 
most  cases  a  plain  one.  The  purpose  of  the  latter  is  a  single  trans- 
action with  designated  persons.  It  does  not  leave  to  the  agent  any 
discretion  as  to  the  persons  with  whom  he  may  contract  for  the  prin- 
cipal, if  he  be  empowered  to  make  more  than  one  contract  Author- 
ity to  buy  for  a  principal  a  single  article  of  merchandise  by  one  con- 
tract or  to  buy  several  articles  from  a  person  named,  is  a  special 
agency;  but  authority  to  make  purchases  from  'any  persons  with 
whom  the  agent  may  choose  to  deal,  or  to  make  any  indefinite  num- 
ber of  purchases,  is  a  general  agency;  and  It  is  not  the  less  a  general 
agency  because*  it  does  not  extend  over  the  whole  business  of  the 
principal.  A  man  may  have  many  general  agents, — one  to  buy  cot- 
ton, another  to  buy  wheat,  and  another  to  buy  horses.  So  he  may 
have  a  general  agent  to  buy  cotton  in  one  neighborhood,  and  an- 
other general  agent  to  buy  cotton  in  another  neighborhood.  The  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  kinds  of  agencies  is  that  the  one  is  created 
by  power  given  to  do  acts  of  a  class,  and  the  other  by  power  given 
to  do  individual  acts  only."* 

The  only  difference  which  arises  out  of  this  distinc- 
tion is  that  all  the  restrictions  upon  the  authority  of 
the  special  agent  take  effect  and  the  principal  is  not 
bound  by  his  unauthorized  acts,  while  in  the  case  of  a 
general  agent  all  acts  embraced  in  the  delegation  are 
valid  as  to  third  parties  though  directly  opposed  to  the 
private  instructions  of  the  principal.*  But  what  is  a 
special  authority  as  between  principal  and  agent  may 

iLawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §§  1,  56.  sFarmers  Bk.  v.  Butchers  Bk.,  16  N.    Y. 

•Butler  V.  Maples,  9  Wall.  766.  1^.  ^  Am.  Dec.  178. 
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have  the  effect  of  a  general  authority  as  to  third  per- 
Bons,  the  rule  being  that  while  the  principal  is  not 
bound  by  the  act  of  a  special  agent  beyond  his  author- 
ity,— third  persons  in  dealing  with  such  an  agent,  being 
bound  to  ascertain  the  limits  of  his  authority — ^yet, 
where  he  has  held  out  the  agent  as  having  a  larger  au- 
thority than  he  really  possesses,  he  will  be  estopped 
from  setting  up  the  actual  terms  of  his  authority."* 
Therefore  as  to  third  persons  the  authority  of  the  agent 
need  not  be  express,  but  it  may  be  implied  from  the  per- 
formance with  the  knowledge  of  the  principal  of  acts  of 
a  similar  character.^ 

So  the  power  to  employ  all  the  usual  and  necessary 
means  to  execute  the  authority  with  effect  is  an  inci- 
dent of  every  contract  of  agency,®  and  the  authority  may 
be  enlarged  or  restricted  by  the  custom  of  the  country 
or  the  usage  of  the  trade  or  business  in  which  he  acts.^ 
And  under  extraordinary  circumstances  even  a  special 
agent  may  assume  extraordinary  powers.®  Thus  where 
the  defendant  whose  wife  was  ill  authorized  his  brother 
to  go  for  a  certain  physician,  and  not  being  able  to  get 
him,  he  brought  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  the  de- 
fendant was  liable  for  his  brother's  act  in  employing 
plaintiff.® 

And  certain  powers  are  recognized  by  the  courts  to  be 
vested  in  certain  classes  of  agents,  as  for  example : 


^Goldini;  V.  Merchant,  48  Ala.  705;  Cos- 

8 rove  V.  Of^den,  49  N.  Y.  8'.5, 10  Am.  Rep. 
Si:  Morton  v.  Scull.  23  Ark.  289;  Cruzan  v. 
vSmith,  41  Ind.  SSB8;  Hunter  v.  Jameson,  6 
Ired.  252;  St.  Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Parker, 
59  111.  89;  Nixon  v.  Brown,  67  N.  H.  84; 
Merchant's  Bank  v.  Central  Bank,  1  Ga. 
418,  44  Am.  Dec.  665;  Towle  v.  Leavitt,  28 
N.  H.-860,  56  Am.  Dec.  195;  Lisier  v.  Al* 
len,  81  Md.  548, 100  Am.  Dec.  78. 

sFrieldlander  v,  Cornell,  45  Tex.  685; 
Edwards  v.  Thomas,  66  Mo.  468;  Hooe  v. 
Oxley,  1  Wash.  17,  1  Am.  Dec.  426. 


0 Story  V.  Stewart,  9  Heisk.  137;  McAlpin 
V.  Cassidy,  17  Tex.  449;  Merrick  v.  Wapr- 
ner,  44  111.  266;  Ahem  v.  Goodspeed,  72  N. 
Y.  108;  Barns  v.  City  of  Hannibal,  71  Mo. 
449;  Williams  V.  Getty,  31  Pa.  St.  461;  72 
Am.  Dec.  757;  Huntley  v.  Mathias,  90  N. 
C.  lOl.  47  Am.  Rep.  517;  Bentley  v.  Dog- 
gett,  51  Wis.  224,  37  Am.  Rep.  827. 

7  Lawson  Usages  and  Customs,  $  148,  et 
seq. 

8  Foster  v.  Smith,  2  Cold.  474,  88  Am. 
Dec.  604. 

BBartlett  v.  Sparkman,  95  Mo.  136. 
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§185.    Auctioneers. 

An  auctioneer  is  an  agent  to  sell  goods  at  a  public 
auction.*  He  is  primarily  agent  for  the  seller,  but,  upon 
the  goods  being  knocked  down,  he  becomes  also  the 
agent  of  the  buyer,^  and  he  is  so  for  the  purpose  of  the 
signatures  of  both  parties  within  the  fourth  and  seven- 
teenth sections  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.*  He  has  not 
merely  an  authority  to  sell,  but  actual  possession  of  the 
goods,  and  a  lien  upon  them  for  his  charges.  He  may 
sue  the  purchaser  in  his  own  name,*  and  may  receive 
payment  for  them.*  But  he  has  no  authority  to  pur- 
chase himself,®  nor  to  give  a  warranty,^  nor  to  sell  on 
credit,®  nor  to  negotiate  with  the  purchaser  after  the 
sale  is  made.® 

§186.     Factors. 

A  factor  is  an  agent  to  whom  goods  are  consigned  for 
the  purpose  of  sale,  and  he  has  possession  of  the  goods, 
authority  to  sell  them  in  his  own  name,  and  a  general 
discretion  as  to  their  sale.*  He  may  sell  on  the  usual 
terms  of  cre<yt,  may  receive  the  price,  and  give  a  good 
discharge  to  the  buyer.^ 

§187.     Brokers. 
A  broker  is  an  agent  employed  to  make  bargains  and 


1  Lawson  RiRhts.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  212. 

s  Smith  V.  Jones,  7  Leigh*  166«  80  Am. 
Dec.  498;  Pike  ▼.  Balch,  88  Me.  812,  61  Am. 
Dec.  248:  Johnson  v.  Buck.  85  N.  J.  (L.)  888. 
10  Am.  Rep.  348;  Puffh  v.  Chesseldine,  11 
Ohio,  109,  37  Am.  Dec.  414;  Walker  v.  Herr- 
ingr,  21  Gralt.  878,  8  Am.  Rep.  618;  Doty  v. 
Wilder,  15  111.  410,  60  Am.  Dec.  786;  Craig 
V.  Gddfroy,  1  Cal.  415,  54  Am.  Dec.  299; 
Morton  v.  Dean,  13  Mete.  385. 

*  Sec  12  Harv.  Law  Rev.,  276. 

*  Beller  v.  Block,  19  Ark.  566;  Thompson 
V.  Kelly,  101  Mass.  291,  8  Am.  Rep.  357. 
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s  Yourt  V.  Hopkins,  24  111.  826. 

•  Story  on  Agency,  $  27;  Brock  v.   Rice, 
27  Gratt.  612. 

7 The  Monte  Allegre.  9  Wheat.  645;  Blood 
V.  French,  9  Gray,  197. 

8  Story  on  Agency,  $  107. 

•  Pinckney  v.  Hagadom,  1  Duer,  89; 
Boinest  v.  Leignez,  2  Rich.  464. 

I  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  227. 

«Id. 
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contracts  between  other  persons  in  matters  of  trade  and 
commerce.^  Not  having  the  possession  of  the  goods  he 
has  not  the  wide  authority  of  a  factor.^ 

§188.     Del  Credere  Agents. 

A  del  credere  agent  is  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of 
sale,  and  in  addition  to  this  gives  an  undertaking  to  his 
employer  that  the  parties  with  whom  he  is  brought  into 
contractual  relations  will  perform  the  engagements  into 
which  they  enter.  He  does  not  guarantee  the  solvency 
of  these  parties  or  promise  to  answer  for  their  default ; 
his  undertaking  does  not  fall  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  but  is  rather  a  promise  of  indemnity  to  his  em- 
ployer against  his  own  inadvertence  or  ill-fortune  in 
making  contracts  for  him  with  persons  who  can  not  or 
will  not  perform  them.^ 

§189.     Foreign  Principal. 

In  England  in  the  case  of  an  agent  of  a  foreign  prin- 
cipal the  rule  was  that  the  credit  was  presumed  to  be 
given  to  the  agent  even  where  the  principal  was  known.^ 
The  American  courts  after  some  hesitancy  refused  to 
apply  this  principle  where  the  principal  was  simply  a 
"foreigner^'  in  the  sense  of  residing  in  another  State  of 
the  Union.^  And  the  well-established  doctrine  at  the 
present  day  both  in  England^  and  America  is  that  the 
agent  of  a  foreign  principal  is  not,  as  matter  of  law, 


1  BvaxiB  on  Agency,  $4;  Story  on  Ag^ency,  Vglesaa,  I   El.  B.  A  B.  930;    Pederson    v. 

f  28.  Lottnffa,  38  L.  T.  Rep.  967. 

S  Law*on  Riffbts,  Rem.  A  Pr.,  §  284.  1  Taintor  v.  Prenderj^Mf ,  3  Hill,  72,  S8 

1  Sec  note  to  56  Am.  Dec.  171.  Am.  Dec.  618;  KirkMtiick  v.  Stainer,  82 

ii»v-.—             T^              .AD        ..i--*  Wend.  264;  Vawtcr  V.  Baker,  28  Ind.  68. 

iThompson  v.Davenport.  9Barn.&C.78,  ,^             «.     i      ^o  o        n   «^a    a 

except  whwe  the  contract  provided  that  the  *  Green  v.  Kopke,  18  Com.  B.  B49:  Arm  - 

asrent  ahould  not  be  bound;     Ogleby  v.  ?»'o°fif  ^-  Stokes,  L.  *•  7  O.  a  603;  Ma- 

*      '  honey  v.  Kekule,  14  Com.  B.  390. 
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personally  liable,  but  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
jiipy,  to  be  decided  on  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  the 
surrounding  circumstances.*  In  Bray  v.  Kettell^  a  con- 
tract was  entered  into  in  New  York  for  the  sale  of  stone 
by  the  agent  of  A.  F.,  who  lived  in  New  Brunswick,  and 
was  signed  "A.  F/^  by  K.,  "agent,^^  and  it  was  held  that 
K.  was  not  bound.     Said  Bigelow,  C.  J. : 

"The  question  is  to  whom  credit  was  In  fact  glyen.  When  the 
goods  are  sold.  It  is  certainly  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  vendor 
trusted  to  the  credit  of  a  person  residing  in  the  same  country  with 
himself,  subject  to  the  laws  with  which  he  is  familiar  and  to  process 
for  the  immediate  enforcement  of  debt,  rather  than  to  a  principal 
residing  abroad,  under  a  different  system  of  laws  and  beyond  the  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  domestic  forum.  But  even  in  such  a  case  the  fact 
that  the  principal  is  resident  in  a  foreign  country,  is  only  one  cir- 
cumstance entering  into  the  question  of  credit  and  is  liable  to  be 
controlled  by  other  facts.  So  in  the  case  of  a  written  contract;  it 
depends  on  the  intention  of  the  parties.  But  this  as  in  all  other 
cases  of  written  instruments,  must  be  determined  mainly  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract.  There  may  be  cases  where  the  language  of 
the  contract  is  ambiguous,  and  it  is  doubtful  to  whom  the  parties 
intended  to  give  credit,  in  which  the  circumstance  that  the  principal 
is  resident  abroad  may  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining 
the  question  of  the  liability  of  the  agent." 

§190.     Irresponsible  or  Non-Existent  Principal. 

Where  he  acts  for  an  irresponsible  principal — ^a  prin- 
cipal against  whom  the  creditor  can  not  proceed  per- 
sonally—the agent  will  be  liable  even  though  he  con- 
tract as  agent  for  a  known  and  described  principal.^ 
Thus  where  the  defendant  signed  a  note  "as  guardian 
of  B,^^  the  court  said : 

"As  an  administrator  cannot  by  his  promise  bind  the  estate  of 
the  intestate,  so  neither  can  the  guardian  by  his  contract  bind  the 
person  or  estate  of  his  ward.  Unless,  therefore,  the  defendant  is 
liable  to  pay  this  note,  the  plaintiff  has  no  remedy."* 

*  Oelricks  v.  Ford,  28  How.  49;  RoB^ers  iThacher  v.  Dinsmore,  5  Mass.  2W,  4. 

V.  March,  83  Me.  106;  Goldsmith  v.  Man-  Am.  Dec.  61;  Blakely  v.  Benecke,  59  Mo. 
heim,  109  Mass.  187.  198. 

»1  Allen,  80.  «  Forster  v.  Fuller,  6  Mass.    59,  4  Am. 
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The  rule  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  a  non-existent  or 
inchoate  principal,*  such  as  a  voluntary  unincorpo- 
rated association  of  individuals  or  a  meeting  or  or- 
ganization for  some  temporary  public  or  private  pur- 
pose.* Thus  where  the  members  of  a  committee  ap- 
pointed by  a  political  meeting  ordered  a  dinner  for 
the  party,  in  holding  them  personally  liable  for  its  cost, 
the  court  said: 

"It  will  not  be  pretended  that  nobody  was  responsible  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  order;  and,  if  the  defendants  were  not,  who  else  was? 
Were  they  to  be  viewed  as  the  agents  of  a  club,  we  would  have  some- 
thing palpable  to  deal  with.  The  question  would  be  whether  they 
had  become  personally  liable  by  haying  exceeded  their  authority,  or 
whether  they  had  not  contracted  on  the  credit  of  their  constituents. 
But  a  club  is  a  definite  association,  organized  for  indefinite  exis- 
tence; not  an  ephemeral  meeting,  for  a  particular  occasion,  to  be 
lost  in  the  crowd  at  its  dissolution.  It  would  be  unreasonable  to 
presume  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  trust  to  a  responsibility  so  des- 
perate, or  furnish  a  dinner  on  the  credit  of  a  meeting  which  had  yan- 
ished  into  nothing.  It  was  already  defunct,  and  we  are  not  to  Im- 
agine that  the  plaintiff  consented  to  look  to  a  body  which  had  lost 
its  individuality  by  the  dispersion  of  its  members  in  the  general 
mass."" 

§191.    Agent  Can  Not  Sue — Principal  May. 

An  agent  contracting  as  such,  for  a  named  principal, 
can  not  sue  upon  a  contract  so  made.^  The  party  with 
whom  he  contracted  has  presumably  looked  to  the 
named  principal,  and  can  not,  unless  he  so  choose,  be 
made  liable  to  one  with  whom  he  dealt  merely  as  a 
means  of  communication.  In  addition  to  this  he,  the 
principal,  is  the  nominal  as  well  as  the  real  party  to  the 


*  CoddiiiK  V.  Munson,  52  Neb.  580,  72  N.  iTaintor  \r.  Prendergast,  3  Hill,  72,  28 

W.  Rep.  846.  Am.  Dec.  618;   Kert  v.  Bornstein,  12  Allen, 

•Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.   Burkett,  72  Mo.  ?42;  Sharp  v-  Jon«,  18  Ind.  814;  Doc  v. 

(App.)  1;  Lewis  v.  Tilton,  64  Iowa.  420;  Th^mMon,  22  N.  H.217;  Garland  v.  Rcv- 

Lem  V.  Upsdll,  52  Neb.  271,  72  ^,  W.  ^^^^!SL^S'  ^?''  Thompson  v.   Fargro,  68 

Rep.  218.  N.  Y.  475;  Bayley  v.  Ins.  Co..  6  Hill,  476, 

.«.  ^^  »  « ,,T   .^  o  »««  41  Am.  Dec.  769. 
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contrax^t  and  his  rights  are  the  same  as  if  it  had  been 
executed  by  him  in  person.*  But  the  agent  may  sue 
where  he  has  made  the  contract  in  his  own  name  for  an 
undisclosed  or  unnamed  principal,^  or  where  he  has  a 
special  interest  in  the  contract  as  a  factor  or  an  auc- 
tioneer.* But  this  right  of  the  agent  is  subordinate  to 
and  controllable  by  the  principal,  who  may  generally 
supersede  the  right  of  the  agent  to  sue  by  suing  in  his 
own  nama*^ 

But  the  principal  can  not  bring  the  suit : 

(1)  Where  the  contract  has  been  exclusively  with 
the  agent,  for  every  man  has  a  right  to  determine  for 
himself  what  parties  he  will  deal  with  and  if  the  other 
party  has  expressly  dealt  with  the  agent  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  principal  he  can  not  be  made  liable  to  the 
principal.® 

(2)  Where  skill,  solvency  or  any  personal  quality  of 
the  agent  is  a  material  matter  in  the  contract.  Thus 
in  a  recent  case  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell  his  prop- 
erty to  one  D  the  consideration  being  a  sum  in  cash  and 
D's  notes  secured  by  a  trust  deed  on  the  property.  The 
plaintiff  sued  for  specific  performance  and  it  appeared 
that  D  was  his  agent  in  making  the  contract.  But  it 
was  held  that  he  could  not  bring  the  action  because  his 
notes  and  his  deed  of  trust  were  not  what  the  defendant 
had  bargained  for.^ 


t Sharp  ▼•  Jones,  18  Ind.  814, 81  Am.  Dec. 
850. 

tLudwifir  V.  Gillespie,  106  N.  Y.  658; 
Keown  v.  vo^l,  86  Mo.  App.  86;  Sharp  v. 
Jones,  18  Ind.  814,  81  Am.  Dec.  869:  Beebe 
\r.  Robert,  12  Wend.  418,  27  Am.  Dec.  182. 

«Law8on  Rif^hu,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  1S4. 

s  Sadler  V.  Leirb,  4  Camp.  194;  Taintor 
T.  Prenderflrast,  8  Hill,  T4, 88  Am.  Dec.  618; 
Girard  v.  TairRart.  5  Serg.  &  R.  S7,  9  Am. 


Dec.  827;  Foster  ▼.  Graham,  166  Mass.  90K, 
44  N.  E.  Rep.  199:  Sullivan  ▼.  Shailor,  70 
Conn.  788,  40  Atl.  Rep.  1064. 

•Winchester  \r.  Howard,  97  Mass.  808, 
98  Am.  Dec.  98. 

7KellyT.  Thuey,  108  Mo.  529.  Though 
this  case  seems  to  be  overruled  in  148  Mo. 
484,  the  application  of  the  principle  to  the 
facts  Is  perfectly  correct. 
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(2,)  Form  of  the  Contract. 

§192.     Authority  Must  he  Executed  in  Name  of 

Principai. 

The  common  law  rule  was  that  to  bind  the  principal 
the  agent  must  execute  his  authority  in  the  name  of 
the  principal  and  not  in  his  own.*  This  rule  though 
still  applied  with  most  of  its  strictness  to  instruments 
under  seal,*  has  as  to  other  kinds  of  writings  been  much 
relaxed,  and  it  may  be  laid  down  that  if  the  name  of 
the  principal  appear  in  such  an  instrument  and  the  in- 
tention on  the  whole  is  to  bind  him,  he  will  be  bound 
though  the  agent  sign  only  his  own  name;^  especially 
is  this  the  case  as  to  commercial  contracts,  negotiable 
paper  and  the  like,  the  modem  rule  as  to  these  being 
that  if  from  the  whole  instrument  it  can  be  collected 
that  the  intention  was  to  bind  the  principal,  this  con- 
struction will  be  adopted  though  the  agent  may  not  have 
used  apt  words  to  do  so.* 

Merely  signing  a  contract  as  "agent"  will  not  prevent 
it  from  being  a  personal  contract  of  the  agent,  the  word 
"agent"  in  such  a  case  being  regarded  as  mere  descriptio 
peraonae.^  Thus  A  signs  a  note  "A,  agent"  or  "A,  ves- 
tryman Grace  church"  or  "A,  trustee'^  or  "A,  treasurer'^ 


■  Stackpole  ▼.  Arnold,  11  Mait.  27,  6  Am. 
Dec.  160;  Abbey  v.  Chase,  6  Cush.  54. 

s  Lawion  Righu,  Rem.  A  Pr.,  §  100. 

>New  Bnffland  Ins.  Co.  v.  DeWolf,  8 
Pick.  66;  Robertson  ▼.  Pope,  1  Rich.  501* 
44  Am.  uec.  987:  Farmers  Bank  v.  City 
Bank,  1  Doug.  (Mich.)  468;  Andrews  ▼. 
Bstes,  11  Me.  207,  30  Am.  Dec.  591;  Plnck- 
ney  ▼.  Haflradorn^  1  Duer  89, 14  N.  Y.  500; 
Northwestern  Distilling  Co.  v.  Brant,  00 
111.  058.  18  Am.  Rep.  081;  Douglata  v. 
Branch  Bank  of  Mobile,  19  Ala.  050;  Sayre 
V.  Nichols,  7  Cal.  5S5,  08  Am.  Dec.  980; 
Webb  V.  Burke,  5  B.  Mon.  51. 

4  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Columbia* 
6  Wheat.  8S0;  Pentz  v.  Stanton.  10  Wend* 
971, 90  Am.  Dec.  658;  Rice  v.  Gove,  29  Pick. 


158,  33  Am.  Dec.  794;  King  v.  Handv,  9  111. 
App.  212;  Means  v.  Swormstedt,  32  Ind. 
87, 9  Am.  Rep.  880;  Babcock  v.  Beman,  11 
N.  Y.  900;  Lacy  v.  Dubuque  Co.,  43  Iowa 
510;  Mott  ▼.  Hicks.  1  Cow.  518. 13  Am.  Dec. 
550;  Roberu  ▼.  Button,  14  Vt.  196;  Andrews 
V.  Bstes,  11  Me.  907, 90  Am.  Dec.  521;  Da- 
vis V.  Henderson,  35  Miss.  549,  50  Am.  Dec. 
220:  Haile  v.  Peirce,  89  Md.  .V7,  8  Am. 
Rep.  130;  Hartzeli  v.  Crumb,  00  Mo.  080. 
See  10  Cent.  L.  J.  189. 

9 Pentz  V.  Stanton,  10  Wend.  971,  35  Am. 
Dec.  658;  Davis  v.  England,  141  Mass.  587; 
Collins  V.  Buckeye  Ins.  Co..  17  Ohio  St. 
215,  96  Am.  Dec.  612;  Bickford  v.  Bank,  49 
111.  388, 80  Am.  Dec.  480;  Rand  v.  Hale.  Z 
W.  Va.  405, 100  Am.  Dec.  701. 
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or  the  like,  in  these  cases  A  is  bound  personally  and  he 
cannot  show  that  he  was  intending  to  bind  some  one 
else.® 

§193.    Agent  May  Bind  Himself  Personally. 

An  agent,  known  as  such,  may  if  he  pleases,  bind 
himself  personally.* 

"A  person  who  is  acting  for  another,"  and  known  by  him  with 
whom  he  deals  to  be  so  acting,  may  and  will  be  personally  liable 
if  he  contracts  as  a  principal,  and  that  whetber  he  contracts  by 
word  of  mouth  or  in  writing.  The  difference  is  that  if  the  contract 
is  by  word  of  mouth  it  is  not  possible  to  say  from  the  agent  using 
the  words  "V  and  "me"  that  he  meant  to  bind  himself  personally; 
whereas,  if  the  contract  Is  in  writing,  signed  In  his  own  name,  and 
speaking  of  himself  as  contracting,  the  natural  meaning  of  the 
words  is,  that  he  binds  himself  personally,  and  accordingly  he  Is 
taken  to  do  so.  It  is  well  settled  that  an  agent  Is  responsible 
though  known  by  the  other  party  to  be  an  agent,  if  by  the  terms 
of  the  contract  he  makes  himself  the  contracting  party." 

§194.     Liability  of  Agent  Who  Contracts  Without 

Authority. 

Although  there  are  decisions  which  hold  an  agent  per- 
sonally liable  on  a  contract  which  he  makes  in  the 
name  of  another  without  his  authority,*  they  are  clearly 
wrong,  for  it  is  not  the  business  of  courts  to  make  con- 
tracts for  parties  which  neither  of  them  intended  to 
make  or  would  have  consented  to  make.*  The  agent's 
liability,  in  such  a  case,  is  either  upon  an  implied  war- 
ranty of  authority  on  his  part  when  he  acts  in  good 


•Willams  v.  Robbins,  16  Gray  77,  77  Am. 
Dec.  896:  Tilden  v.  Barnard,  43  Mich.  376. 
88  Am.  Rep.  197;  Scotl  v.  Baker,  8  W.  Va. 
285:  Blakely  ▼.  Bennecke,  59  Mo.  193;  WiU 
liams  V.  Lafayette  Bank,  88  Ind.  287. 

iSimonds  v.  Heard,  28  Pick.  125,  84  Am. 
Dec.  41;  Southard  v.  Stutevant,  109  Mass. 
890;  Collins  v.  Butts,  10  Wend.  899;  Chand- 
ler ▼.  Coc,54  N.  H.  561;  Fisher  v.  Hagrer- 
ty,  86  111.  128. 
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«  Williamson  v.  Barton,  81  L.  J.  (Ex.)  (N.. 
S.)  174. 

1  Weaver  v.  Gove,  44  N.  H.  106:  Mitch- 
ell V.  Hazen,  4  Conn.  495, 10  Am.  Dec.  169; 
Hampton  v.  Speckenagrle,  9  S.   &    R.   212, 

11  Am.  Dec.  705;  Gillaspie   v.    Wesson,   7 
Pon.  454,  31  Am.  Dec.  715:  Collins  v. Allen, 

12  Wend.  856,  27  Am.  Dec.  180. 

•See  White  v.  Madison,  26  N.  Y.  117. 
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faith;  or  upon  the  ground  of  fraud  when  he  intention- 
ally misrepresents  his  authority.*  The  party  con- 
tracted with  has  the  right  on  learning  the  facts  to  re- 
pudiate the  contract  and  to  hold  the  assumed  agent  im- 
mediately responsible  for  damages,  without  waiting  for 
the  time  when  an  action  would  lie  on  the  contract  itself , 
and  the  damages  are  to  be  measured  not  by  the  contract 
but  by  the  injury  resulting  from  the  agent's  want  of 
power.* 

But  it  would  be  stating  the  rule  rather  too  broadly  to 
^ay  that  the  agent  is  liable  on  this  warranty  of  author- 
ity, even  where  he  bona  fide  believes  that  he  had  the 
authority,  though  this  would  seem  to  be  the  doctrine  of 
the  leading  English  case.*^  If  he  enters  into  the  con- 
tract as  the  agent  of  another  and  does  so  honestly,  at 
the  same  time  fully  disclosing  all  the  facts  touching  his 
authority,  so  that  the  person  contracting  is  fully  in- 
formed of  the  authority  possessed  or  claimed  by  him, 
he  does  not  become  personally  liable  if  it  turns  out  that 
he  really  had  no  authority.  But  if  he  carelessly  as- 
sumes to  act  without  being  authorized,  or  conceals  the 
true  state  of  his  authority  so  that  the  party  contracting 
is  induced  to  rely  on  the  assumption  of  the  authority, 
he  will  be  liable.®  For  example  A  says  to  B :  "This  is 
my  authority  from  C  to  act  for  him ;  you  can  take  it  for 
what  it  is  worth,"  and  B  thinks  it  sufficient,  and  there 
is  no  concealment  on  A's  part,  here  the  latter  can  not 
be  held  on  any  implied  warranty  of  authority.^  And 
for  the  same  reason  when  the  agent's  authority  has  been 
revoked  by  the  death  of  the  principal  unknown  to  both 
parties,  the  agent  is  not  liable.® 


"White  V.  Madison.  26  N.  Y.  117;  Har- 
per V.  Little,  2  Greenl.  14, 11  Am.  Dec.  25; 
Simpson  v.  Garland,  76  Me.  206;  Duncan  v. 
Niles,  82  III.  632,  88  Am.  Dec.  298;  Shef- 
field V.  Ladue,  16  Minn.  888.  10  Am.  Rep. 
145;  Collen  v.  Wright,  8  El.  &  Bl.  647;  Jefts 
V.  York,  4  Gush.  871, 60  Am.  Dec.  791;  Lan- 
<ler  ▼.  Cststro,  43  Cal.  497. 

♦White  V.  Madison,  26  N.  Y.117;  Bird  v. 
Daggett,  97  Mass.  494. 


s Collen  V.  Wright,  8  El.  &  Bl.  647. 

e Newman  v.  Slyvester,  42  lad.  106;  Till- 
er V.  Spradley,  39  Ga.  35;  McCubbin  v.  Gra- 
ham, 4  Kan.  397;  Carriger  ▼,  Whitting^ton, 
26  Mo.  311, 72  Am.  Dec.  212;  Ogden  v.  Ray- 
mond, 22  Conn.  379,  58  Am.  Dec.  429. 

7  See  Wharton  on  Agency,  §  580. 

sSmout  V.  Illberry,  10  M.  &  W.  1. 
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But  of  course  where  the  professed  agent  knew  that  he 
had  not  the  authority  he  assumed  to  possess,  he  may  be 
sued  by  the  injured  party  for  the  damage  suffered  by 
him  from  the  fraud,  i.  e.^  the  making  of  a  representation 
false  to  his  knowledge.*^ 

To  render  the  agent  liable  it  is  essential  that  the  un- 
authorized contract  was  one  which  would  have  bound 
the  principal  had  the  authority  existed.*^  Thus*^ 
where  A,  falsely  representing  himself  as  authorized  to* 
do  so  by  B,  made  a  parol  contract  for  the  lease  of  B'» 
store  to  C,  for  the  term  of  two  years  and  C  thereupon 
incurred  expense  in  procuring  fixtures  for  the  store, 
but  the  contract  was  not  binding  on  B,  even  if  A  had 
been  authorized,  it  was  held  that  no  action  lay  against 
A  for  the  damage.  And  where  the  principal  is  liable 
notwithstanding  the  agent's  want  of  authority,  no  ac- 
tion will  lie  against  the  agent.*^  Thus^'  an  agent  of 
a  corporation  was  authorized  to  sign  "all  notes  and  bus- 
iness paper  of  the  corporation."  He  gave  accommoda- 
tion notes  for  other  purposes  in  the  corporation's  name, 
which  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  It  was  held  that  notwithstanding  his  want  of 
authority,  the  corporation  was  liable  on  the  notes  and 
the  agent  could  not  be  sued,  the  court  saying : 

"The  plaintiff,  as  a  bona  fULe  holder  for  value  of  notes  taken  be- 
fore maturity,  can  recover  against  the  corporation,  notwlthstandingr 
any  want  of  authority  of  the  agent  to  execute  these  particular  notes 
for  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  given.  For  the  defendant  was 
expressly  authorized  to  sign  all  notes  and  business  paper  of  the  com- 
pany. The  plaintiff  therefore  in  valid  notes  against  the  corporation 
has  all  that  he  expected  to  obtain  and  all  that  the  defendant  under- 
took to  give.    What  injury  then  has  he  sustained?    The  notes  cannot 


•Polhill  V.  Walter,  8  B.  &  Ad.  114:  Oliv-  Thilmany  v.  Iowa  Paper  Bkg  Co.,   79  N. 

er  V.  Morawetz,  07  Wis.  882,  73  N.  W.  Rep.  W.  Rep.  961  (la.). 

877-  1 1  Dung  v.  Parker,  62  N.  Y.  404. 

1  oBaluen  v.  Nicplay,  68  N.  Y.  487;  Boz-  -aLandan  v.  Proctor,  80  Vt.  78. 

xa  V.  Rowe,  80  111,  108,  k   Am.    Dec.   184;  ,,gj^  ^  Da|f«ett,fi^  Mas..  404. 
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be  at  once  binding  upon  the  corporation  and  the  agent  The  repre- 
sentation of  the  agent's  authority  to  give  them  for  the  compai^y 
whether  made  expressly  or  merely  implied,  from  the  mode  of  signa- 
ture, was  consequently  immaterial.  The  tort  of  an  agent  who  has 
falsely  assumed  authority  which  he  did  not  haye,  is  a  proper  sub- 
ject for  special  action,  in  which  damages  will  be  recovered  ac- 
cording to  the  injury  sustained.^  The  measure  of  damages  is  not 
necessarily  the  precise  amount  of  the  notes.  Where  as  in  the  pres- 
ent case  the  plaintlfT  has  suffered  nothing,  he  can  recover  nothing." 

« 

So  if  the  agenf  s  unauthorized  act  is  ratified  by  the 
principal,  he  can  not  be  personally  held.** 


(C)  Bights  and  Liabilities  of  Parties  Where  Principal 

Not  Named. 

§195.    Liability  Where  Principal  Unnamed  hut  Agency 

Disclosed. 

Where  an  agent  contracts  as  agent  but  does  not  dis- 
close the  name  of  his  principal,  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  agent  and  principal  as  regards  the  other  party  to  the 
contract  depend  on  the  constructon  of  its  terms.  It 
may  be  stated  generally  that  a  person  who  describes 
himself  as  an  agent  in  the  contract  and  signs  himself  as 
such,  protects  himself  from  personal  liability  even 
though  the  name  of  his  principal  is  not  given.*  But  as 
the  word  "agent"  attached  to  a  signature  is  regarded  as 
merely  descriptio  personae/^  it  is  better  that  the  agent 
should  (if  he  desires  to  avoid  a  personal  responsibility) 
disclose  the  name  of  his  principal  and  declare  that  he  is 
■acting  for  him.* 

i«BalIou  V.  Talbot,  16  Mass.  461,  8  Am.       Am.  Dec.  896;  De  Wilt  v.  Walton,  0  N.  Y. 
Dec.  146.  671. 

i»SbeffieldT.  Ladue,  16  Minn.  288,  10  >  Murphy  v.  Helmrich.  66  Cal.  09;  Whee- 

Am.  Rep.  145.  ler  v.  Reed.  86  111.  82;  Kean  v.  DavU,  90  N. 

1  Feet  V.  Murton,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  196.  J-  jhll?'  Ti?**  ^**^'  *^^-  ^°-  ^'  ^"* 

«  WiUiams  V.   RobMns,  16  Gray,  77,  77       «'o"'  ^  ^^^-  ^^ 
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§196.     Liability  Where  Agency   Undisclosed. 


If  the  agent  acts  on  behalf  of  a  principal  whose  ex- 
istence he  does  not  disclose,  the  other  contracting  party 
may  hold  and  look  to  the  agent  personally  and  is  enti- 
tled on  discovering  who  the  principal  is  to  elect 
whether  he  will  treat  principal  or  agent  as  the  party 
with  whom  he  dealt.  If  A  enters  into  a  contract  with 
B  he  is  entitled  at  all  events  to  the  liability  of  the  party 
with  whom  he  supposes  himself  to  be  contracting.^  If 
he  subsequently  discovers  that  B  is  in  fact  the  repre- 
sentative of  C  he  is  entitled  to  choose  whether  he  will 
accept  the  actual  state  of  things,  and  sue  C  as  principal, 
or  whether  he  will  adhere  to  the  supposed  state  of 
things  upon  which  he  entered  into  the  contract,  and 
continue  to  treat  B  as  the  principal  party  to  it^  But 
nothing  must  have  occurred  in  the  meantime  to  alter 
the  relations  of  the  parties,  and  the  creditor  must  not 
have  been  guilty  of  laches.* 

And  this  right  of  the  other  contracting  party  to  avail 
himself  of  this  alternative  liability  can  not  be  exercised 

(a)  where  the  agreement  is  in  such  terms  that  the  idea 

« 

of  agency  is  incompatible  with  the  construction  of  the 
contract;*  (b)  where  the  other  party  to  the  contract, 
after  having  discovered  the  existence  of  the  undisclosed 
principal,  does  anything  unequivocally  indicating  that 
he  adopts  either  principal  or  agent  as  the  party  liable 


1  Benshouse  v.  Abbott,  11  Vroom,  531,  46 
Am.  Rep.  789. 

2  Haas  V.  RuBton,  14  Ind.  App.  8,  43 
N.  E.  Rep.  3o2;  McClellan  v. 
Parker,  27  Mo.  162;  Malonc 
V.  Morton.  84  Mo.  486;  Pierce  v.  Johnson, 
34  Conn.  274;  Beymer  v.  Bonsall,  79  Pa.  St. 
298;  Cobb  v.  Knapp,  71  N.  Y.  848;  Welch  v. 
Goodwin,  128  Mass.  71,  25  Am.  Rep.  24; 
Cottom  V.  HoUiday,  59  111.  176;  Baldwin  v. 
Leonard,  39  Vt.  260, 94  Am.  Dec.  324-  Nixon 
V.  Downey,  49  la.  166;  Wolfley  ▼.  Risine.  8 
Kan.  897;  Brent  v.  Miller,  81  Ala.  807;  Mer- 
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rill  V.  Kenyon.  48  Conn.  814,  40  Am.  Rep. 
174;  Smith  v.  Felter,  42  Atl.  Rep.  1053  (N. 
J.). 

sRathborn  v.Tucker,l5Wend.  488;  Hoop- 
er V.  Robinson,  97  U.  S.  528:  Thomas  v. 
Atkinson.  88  Ind.  248. 

*  As  where  an  agent  in  making  a  chart- 
er- party  described  himself  therein  as  own- 
er of  the  ship  it  was  held  that  he  could  not 
be  regarded  as  agent,  that  his  principal 
could  not  intervene,  nor  could,  bv  parity  ot 
reasoning,  be  sued.  Humble  v.  Hunter,  12' 
Q.  B.  310. 
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to  him;*^  (c)  where  knowing  at  the  time  of  a  sale  the 
principal  and  that  the  buyer  is  a  mere  agent,  he  gives 
the  credit  to  the  agent.^  But  it  is  held  that  the  other 
party  must  have  actual  knowledge,  means  of  ascer- 
taining the  fact  not  being  enough;^  nor  is  it  su£Bicient 
that  the  seller  knew  that  the  buyer  was  an  agent,  if  he 
did  not  know  who  the  principal  was.® 

§197.     lAdbility  for  Frauds  and  Torts. 


The  principal  is  liable  for  the  frauds,  deceits  and  neg- 
ligent acts  of  his  agent  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, whether  authorized  by  him  or  not.^  A  man  is 
equally  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  coachman  who 
runs  over  a  foot  passenger  in  driving  his  master's  car- 
riage from  the  house  to  the  stables,  and  for  the  fraud 
of  his  agent  who,  being  instructed  to  obtain  a  purchaser 
for  certain  goods,  obtains  one  by  false  statements  as  to 
the  quality  of  the  goods.^  But  if  the  person  employed 
act  beyond  the  scope  of  his  employment  he  no  longer 
represents  his  employer  to  bind  him  by  tori  or  contract.* 

As  to  the  agent's  liability  it  may  be  laid  down  that  if 
the  agent  commits  a  wrong  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, he  is  liable,  and  so  is  his  principal,  while  if  he 
commits  a  wrong  outside  the  scope  of  his  authority,  he 


'  That  is  to  say,  he  can  elect  only  once 
which  one  he  will  hold.  Jones  v.  Aetna  Ins. 
Co.,  14  Conn.  501;  Kingsley  v.  Davis,  104 
Mass.  178;  Coleman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  63 
N.  Y.  888;  Cobb  v.  Knapp,  71  N.  Y.  348,  27 
Am.  Rep.  51;  Sessions  v.  Block,  40  Mo. 
(App.)  670. 

0  Here  he  can  only  sue  the  aeent.  Pater- 
son  V.  Gandasequi,  15  East,  62;  Raymond  v. 
Crown  Mills,  2  Mete.  324;  Paige  v.  Stone, 
10  Mete.  IflO. 

7  Raymond  v.  Crown  Mills,  8  Mete.  824; 
Cobb  V.  Knapp,  71  N.  Y.  348,  27  Am.  Rep. 
51. 

8  Thompson  v.  Davenport.  9  B.  &  C.  78; 
Irvine  v.  Watson,  6  Q.  B.  DIv.  107. 

iLobdell  V.  Baker,  1  Mete.  190,  36  Am. 
Dec.  858;  Durst  v.  Burton,  47  N.  Y.  147,  7 


Am.  Rep.  428;  Mundorfl  v.  Wickersham,  (i3 
Pa.  St.  87,  3  Am.  Rep.  631;  Wolfe  v.  Pugh, 
101  Ind.  298:  Stroher  v.  Elting,  97  N.  Y. 
108- Johnson  v.  Barber.  10  111.  425;  Jeffrey 
v.  Bigelow,  13  Wend.  518,  28  Am.  Dec.  476; 
Henderson  v.  Railroad  Co.,  17 Tex.  66^; 
Peebles  v.  Patapsco  Guano  Co.,  77  N.  C. 
233,  24  Am.  Rep.  447;  Rhoda  v.  Annls,  75 
Me.  17.  46  Am.  Rep.  354;  Gerhardt  v.  9pai. 
man's  Sav.  Inst.,  %  Mo.  60,  90  Am.  Dec. 
407;  Locke  v.  Stearns,  1  Mete.  50,  85  Am. 
Dec.  382;  Reynolds  v.  Witte,  13  S.  C.  5,  36 
Am.  Rep.  678;  Wright  v.  Calhoun,  19  Tex. 
420;  Kline  v.  R.  Co.,  37  Cal.  400,  99  Am. 
Dec.  282. 

s  Anson  Contr.,  p.  254. 

»  Udell  v.  Atherton,  7  H.  &  N.  172;  Can« 
trell  v.  Col  well,  8  Head,  471. 
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is  liable,  but  not  his  principal.^  On  the  other  hand,  as 
to  acts  of  mere  negligent  omission,  whereby  another 
person  is  injured,  the  agent  is  not  personally  respon- 
sible. Under  the  maxim  respondeat  superior,  the  prin- 
cipal is  liable  for  the  injury,  with  a  right  over  against 
the  agent.* 

The  distinction  may  be  illustrated  by  two  cases:  In 
the  first  an  agent. having  the  care  of  the  real  estate 
of  a  non-resident  owner  neglected  to  keep  the  floor  of 
one  of  the  buildings  in  repair,  whereby  a  person  was 
injured.  It  was  held  that  the  agent  was  not  personally 
liable,  the  court  saying: 


"At  common  law,  an  agent  is  personally  responsible  to  third  par- 
ties for  doing  something  which  he  ought  not  to  have  done,  but  not 
for  not  doing  something  which  he  ought  to  have  done,  the  agent 
in  the  latter  case  being  liable  to  his  principal  only.  For  non- 
feasance, or  mere  neglect  in  the  performance  of  duty,  the  respon- 
sibility therefor  must  arise  from  some  express  or  implied  obligation 
between  particular  parties  standing  in  privity  of  law  or  contract 
with  each  other.  No  man  is  bound  to  answer  for  such  violation  of 
duty  or  obligation  except  to  those  to  whom  he  has  become  directiy  ^ 
bound  or  amenable  for  his  conduct.  ESvery  one,  wheUier  he  is 
principal  or  agent,  is  responsible  directly  to  persons  injured  by  hla 
own  negligence  in  fulfilling  obligations  resting  upon  him  in  his 
Individual  character,  and  which  the  law  imposes  upon  him,  inde- 
pendent of  contract  No  man  increases  or  diminishes  his  obliga- 
tions to  strangers  by  becoming  an  agent*** 

In  the  second  case  a  similar  agent  negligently  di- 
rected water  to  be  let  into  the  house,  and  the  pipes  being 
out  of  repair,  the  tenant  was  damaged.  It  was  held  that 
the  agent  was  personally  liable : 

"Assuming  tiiat  he  was  a  mere  agent  yet  the  injury  for  which 
this  action  is  brought  was  not  caused  by  his  non-feasance,  but  by 

40sborne  v.  Mornn.  130  Mass.  102,89  Am.  Rep.  457:  Brown  Paper  Co.  ▼.  Dean. 

Am.  Rep.  4S7:  Jcnne  v.  Sultoa,48  N.  J.  1J3  Mass.  «07:  Latodie  ▼.  Hawler,  «  Tex. 

(L.)857,87  Am.Rep.678:Spraight8V.Haw-  178. 48  Am.  Rep.  878;  Reid  v.  Hunter.  49 

ley,  89  N.  Y.  441, 100  Am.  Dec.  4B2:  Hadden  Ga.  «7. 

V.  Griffin,  186  Mass.  a»,  49  Am.  Rep.  25.  eDelaney  v.    Rochereau,   84    La.  Ann. 

sCoWin  ▼.  Holbrook,  2  N.  Y.  120;  De-  1123,  44  Am.  Rep.  466.  . 
laney  v.  Rochereau,  84  La.  App.  1123, 44 
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hlfl  mlsfeasanca  Non-feasance  is  the  omission  of  an  act  wUcli  a 
person  ought  to  do;  misfeasance  is  the  improper  doing  of  an  act 
which  a  person  might  lawfully  do;  and  malfeasance  is  the  doing  of 
an  act  which  a  person  ought  not  to  do  at  aU.  The  defendant's  omis- 
sion to  examine  the  state  of  the  pipes  in  the  houae.  before  cansing 
the  water  to  be  let  on  was  a  non-feasance.  But  if  he  had  not 
caused  the  water  to  be  let  on,  that  non-feasance  would  not  hare 
injured  the  plaintilt.  If  he  had  examined  the  pipes  and  left  them 
in  a  proper  condition,  and  then  caused  the  letting  on  of  the  water, 
there  would  have  been  neither  non-feasance  nor  misfeasance.  As 
the  facts  are,  the  non-feasance  caused  the  act  done  to  be  a  mis- 
feasance. But  from  which  did  the  plaintifE  sulferT  CHearly  from 
the  act  done,  which  was  no  less  a  misfeasance  by  reason  of  its 
being  preceded  by  a  non-feasance."' 

(Ill) 

THE  TEBMINATION  OF.  THE  AGENT'S  AUTHOBITT. 

§198.    Introductory. 

An  agent's  authority  may  be  terminated  and  the 
agency  brought  to  an  end  in  any  of  three  ways.  1.  By 
agreement  of  both  parties.  2.  By  the  act  of  one  of  the 
parties.    3.     By  operation  of  law. 

§199.     By  Agreement. 

Since  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  is  that  of 
employer  and  employed^  a  relation  founded  on  mutual 
consent,  it  follows  that  the  relation  may  be  brought  to 
a  close  by  the  same  process  which  originated  it,  viz.,  the 
agreement  of  the  parties.  At  any  time  in  the  course  of 
the  agency  the  parties  may  by  express  agreement  re- 
scind the  contract  of  agency.  So  where  by  the  original 
contract,  the  agency  is  limited  to  a  definite  object  or  a 
definite  time,  the  performance  of  the  object  or  the  ex- 

7  Bell  ▼.  Josslyn,  8  Gray,  S09.  64  Am.  Dec.  741. 
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piration  of  the  time  dissolves  the  agency.^  Thus,  where 
A  appointed  B,  his  agent,  to  sell  machines  for  him,  the 
agreement  providing  that  A  would  furnish  B  "such 
number  of  machines  as  B  might  be  able  to  sell  as  his 
agent  prior  to  October  1st,  1867,"  it  was  ruled  that  the 
agency  continued  only  to  October  Ist.^ 

§200.     By  Act  of  One  of  the  Parties. 

The  principal  may  at  any  time  before  its  i)erformance 
revoke  the  authority  of  his  agent  at  his  pleasure,^ 
whether  or  not  the  contract  of  agency  is  for  a  fixed 
time  and  even  though  the  appointment  expressly  states 
that  it  is  irrevocable,^  though  of  course  where  the  con- 
tract of  agency  is  not  at  the  will  of  the  principal,  as 
to  time,  the  principal  will  be  liable  to  the  agent  in 
damages.®  And  though  the  agent  is  appointed  under 
seal  his  authority  may  be  revoked  by  parol.* 

The  revocation  may  be  implied  as  well  as  expressed — 
as  for  example,  appointing  another  person  to  do  the 
same  act.*^  So  giving  a  general  power  to  the  agent 
where  he  before  had  only  a  special  power  will  revoke 
the  latter,®  though  giving  an  additional  power  to  one  of 
two  agents  will  not  revoke  the  authority  of  the  other.'' 
Where  a  person  sent  a  note  to  a  bank  for  collection  and 
afterwards  demanded  it  back,®  and  where  a  man  em-. 


1  Moore  v.  Stone, 40  Iowa,  359;  Bradford 
V.  Bush,  10  A\SL  886:  Walker  v.  Derby,  5 
Bias.  184;  Smith  v.  Rice,  1  Bailey  (S.  C.) 
048;  Foster  v.  Calhoun,  Dual  (S.  Q.)  75; 
Reid  ▼.  Latham,  40  Conn.  454;  SchTater  v. 
Winpenny,  75  Pa.  St.  8il;  Short  ▼.  Millard, 
08111.299. 

sGundbach  ▼.  Fisher,  69  111.  172. 

1  Peacock  v.  Cummings,  46  Pa.  St.  434; 
Wells  V.  Hatch,  48  N.  H.  247;  Chambers  v. 
Seay,  78  Ala.  372;  Plckler  v.  State,  18  Ind. 
260;  Brown  v.  Pforr,  38  Cal.  650;  Phillips  v. 
Howell,  60  Ga.  411;  Lewis  v.  Sawyer,  44 
Me.  332;  Simonton  v.  Minneapolis  Bank,  24 
Minn.  216;  Evans  v.  Fearne,  16  Ala.  689, 
50  Am.  Dec.  197:  Walker  v.  Dennison,  80 
111.  142;  Sute  v.  Walker,  88  Mo.  279. 
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>Knapp  V.  Alvord,  10  Patffe,  206,  40  Am. 
Dec.  241;  McGregor  v.  Gardner,  14  la.  S26: 
Blackstone  v.  Buttemore,  63  Pa.  St.  266; 
Walker  v.  Dennison,  86  111.  142. 

3  Rowan  Co.  v.  Hull,  47  S.  E.  Rep.  92 

(W.  Va.). 

*  Pickler  ▼.  State,  18  Ind.  216;  Brook- 
shire  V.  Brookshire,  8  Ired.  74,  47  Am.  Dec. 
841. 

5  Copeland  v.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pick.  108;  Wal- 
lace V.  Gould,  91  III.  15;  Reid  v.  Latham, 
40  Conn.  452. 

e  Rapier  v.  Ins.  Co..  57  Ala.  101. 

7  Cushman  ▼.  Glover,  11  lU.  600, 52  Am. 
Dec.  461. 

8  Potter  V.  Merchants*  Bank,  28  N.  Y. 
641, 86  Am.  Dec.  273. 
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ployed  another  to  sell  some  property  for  him  and  after- 
wards sold  it  himself,®  it  was  held  in  both  cases  that  the 
authority  given  had  been  revoked  by  the  act  of  the  prin- 
cipal. 

The  agency  may  be  dissolved  by  the  renunciation  of 
the  agent,^^  or  by  his  misconduct.^^  But  if  the  agency 
has  been  undertaken  either  for  a  valuable  consideration 
or  gratuitously,  the  agent,  by  renouncing  it  before  the 
end  of  the  term,  will  be  liable  for  such  damages  as  the 
principal  may  suffer  thereby.^^ 

§201.    By  Operation  of  La/w. 

The  dissolution  of  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent 
may  occur  (a)  by  the  death  of  the  principal;  (b)  by 
death  of  the- agent;  (c)  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  prin- 
cipal; (d)  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  agent;  (e)  by  mar- 
riage; (f)  by  the  insanity  of  the  principal;  (g)  by  the 
insanity  of  the  agent;  (h)  by  the  destruction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  agency;  (i)  by  war;  or  (j)  by  other 
special  circumstances. 

(a)  The  death  of  the  principal  revokes  the  agent's 
authority.^  In  Jones  v.  Beall^  B  having  been  stabbed 
by  L  requested  his  brother  to  employ  counsel  and  pros- 
ecute L  for  the  ofifense;  and  told  him  that  whether  he 
lived  or  died  he  should  be  paid.     B  died  and  after  his 


B  Toole  y.  Thiele,  25  La.  Ann.  418. 

loCase  V.  Jenninsrs,  18  Tex.  861;  Barrows 
V.  Cushway,  87  Mich.  481:  Conrcy  v.  Bran- 
degee,  8  La.  Ann.  132;  Coffin  v.  Landis, 
5  Pbila.  176. 

1 1  Henderson  v.  HydraulicWorks,  OPhila. 
100;  Care  v.  Jennings,  17  Tex.  661;  Stoddart 
V.  Key,  82  How.  Pr.  87. 

1  'Gill  V.  Middleton.  106  Mass.  479;  White 
V.  Smith,  8  Lans.  5;  Benden  v.  Manning;,  2 
N.  H.  289;  Thorne  v.  Deas,  4  Johns.  84;  Bar- 
rows V.  Cushway,  87  Mich.  481. 

1  Johnson  v.  Wilcox,  85  Ind.  182;  Darr  v. 
Darr,  SO  la.  81;  Jenkins  ▼.  Atkins.  1  Humph. 
894, 84  Am.  Dec.  849;   McDonald  v.  Black, 


20  Ohio,  186,  56  Am.  Dec.  448;  Scruggs  v. 
Drover,  61  Ala.  274;  McGriff  v.  Porter,  6 
Fla.  878;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Jones  (L.)  135, 
59  Am.  Dec.  68';  Clayton  v.  Merrett,  68 
Miss.  868;  Lehigh  Coal  Co.  v.  Mohr,  88  Pa. 
St.  828;  Lincoln  v.  Emerson,  106  Mass.  87; 
Davis  V.  Witfdsor  Sav.  Bank,  ^6  Vt.  728; 
Hunt  V.  Rousmaniere,  8  Wheat.  174;  Lewis 
V.  Kerr,  17  Iowa,  88;  Primm  v.  Stewart,  7 
Vex.  178;  Gale  v.  Tappan,  12  N.  H.  146,  37 
Am.  Dec.  195:  Cleveland  v.  Williams,  29 
Tex.  204,  94  Am.  Dec.  874:  Coney  v.  Saund- 
ers. 28  Ga.  511;  Salt  v.  Galloway,  4  Pet.  84:^; 
Yerrington  v.  Greene,  7  R.  I.  589,  84  Am. 
Dec.  578. 


2  19  Ga.  171. 
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death  his  brother  employed  counsel  and  prosecuted  L 
and  paid  his  bill,  to  recover  which  sum  he  brought  his 
action  against  B's  administrator.  It  was  held  that  B, 
dying  before  the  brother  had  acted  on  his  request,  the 
request  was  revoked. 

This  rule,  however,  only  applies  to  acts  which  must  be 
done  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  and  not  to  those 
which  the  agent  may  do  in  his  own  name.'  And  the 
authority  of  a  subagent  which  comes  from  the  principal 
is  not  affected  by  the  death  of  the  agent  from  whom  he 
received  the  appointment.* 

(b)  The  death  of  the  agent  terminates  the  agency,* 
and  when  the  authority  is  given  to  two  the  death  of  one 
terminates  it  as  to  the  other  also.^  But  the  death  of  an 
agent  does  not  generally  affect  the  authority  of  a  sub- 
agent^ 

(c)  On  the  hcmkruptcy  of  the  principal  the  authority 
of  the  agent  ceases,  and  he  has  no  authority  after  that 
to  receive  or  pay  the  principal's  money.®  It  is  other- 
wise, however,  as  to  property  or  rights  which  do  not 
pass  from  the  bankrupt  by  the  bankruptcy  but  continue 
to  remain  in  him.® 

(d)  The  bankruptcy  of  the  agent  dissolves  the 
agency,^^  except  as  to  the  execution  of  mere  formal  acts 
which  pass  no  interest.^  ^ 

(e)  The  marriage  of  the  principal  has  been  held  to  re- 
voke the  agency  in  the  case  of  an  aiithority  given  by  a 
feme  8ole,^^  and  where  a  single  man  gave  a  power  of  at- 


*  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  ft  Pr.,  §  46;  Dick 
▼.  Page,  17  Mo.  384,  57  Am.  Dec.  267. 

*  Smith  V.  White,  5  Dana,  976. 

5  Merrick's  Esute,  8  \V.  &  S.  402;  Jack- 
son  Ins.  Co.  v.  Partee,  9  Heisk.  296;  City 
Council  V.  Duncan,  8  Brev.  886;  Gage  v. 
Allison,  1  Brey.  495,  2  Am.  Dec.  582;  Judson 
▼.  Love.  85  Cal.  463. 

e  Hartford  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Wilcox,  67  III.  180; 
Martine  v.  Ins.  Co.,  68  Barb.  181,  63  N.  V. 
389, 18  Am.  Rep.  689. 

7  Smith  ▼.  White,  6  Dana,  876.  See  Law- 
son  Rights,  Rem.  ft  Pr.,  f  47. 
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8  Evans'  Agency,  89;  Re  Daniels,  18  Nat. 
Bk.  Reg.  46;  Parker  v.  Smith,  16  East.  384; 
Ogden  V.  Gillingham,  Bald.  88. 

•Story"  on  Agency,  §  488;  Wharton  on 
Agency,  96.  See  Rice  v.  Barnard,  187 
Mass.  841. 

1 0  Audenried  v.  Betteley,  8  Allen  808. 

-    1 1  Story  on  Agency,  %  486;  Evans*  Agen- 
cy* §  92. 

'•McCann  v.  O'Fewall,  8  C.  ft  F.  80: 
Charnley  v.  Winstanley,  6  East.  86;  Wam- 
hale  V.  Foot,  8  Dak.  1;  see  Reynolds  v. 
Rowley,  8  La.  Ann.  890. 
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tomey  to  sell  his  home,  it  was  held  revoked  by  his  mar- 
riage.^^  But  the  marriage  of  the  agent  does  not  affect 
the  agency.^* 

(f)  The  insanity  of  the  principal  revokes  the 
agency,^*^  provided  that  it  was  of  the  degree  which 
would  prevent  him  from  making  a  valid  contract. 

(g)  The  insanity  of  the  agent  revokes  the  authority, 
as  it  could  not  be  imagined  that  a  principal  could  in- 
tend to  be  represented  by  one  unable  to  contract  for 
himself.^® 

(h)  Whenever  the  subject-matter  itself  or  the  princi- 
pal's power  over  it  ceases  or  goes  out  of  existence,  the 
agency  is  at  an  end."  Thus  if  the  agent  is  com- 
missioned to  sell  a  ship  which  is  subsequently  destroyed 
by  fire,  or  a  race  horse  which  dies,  in  all  these  cases  his 
authority  is  at  an  end.^®  So,  where  the  inhabitants  of 
a  town  authorized  the  treasurer  to  borrow  money  to 
pay  a  certain  tax,  but  the  tax  was  subsequently  adjusted 
without  the  loan,  it  was  held  that  the  authority  of  the 
agent  to  borrow  ceased  thereon.^®  Where  a  person 
employs  several  agents  to  sell  his  land,  and  one  of  them 
sells  it,  this  is  a  revocation  of  the  authority  of  the  oth- 
era^^  So,  where  an  agent  is  employed  to  sell  property 
and  sells  it  to  himself,  it  is  a  revocation.^^  So,  although 
a  guardian  may  appoint  an  agent  to  act  for  his  ward,  on 
the  coming  of  age  of  the  ward  the  authority  would  be 
revoked.*^ 

(i)  War  between  the  country  of  the  principal  and 
that  of  the  agent  terminates  the  agency  according  to 

isHenderson  v.  Lord,  46  Tex.  628.  i^Gilbert.v.  Holmes,  64  111.  548;  Bissell 

i«Story  on  Agency,  f  485;  Wharton  on       liZf^I^*?."*- ^®^■\.y^J*J^^''«J•w^^^*®°°• 
Agency,  §108.  ^  ^^'-  ^^^'*  S**^*  ^-  Walker,  88  Mo.  X79. 

1  *  Motley  V.  Head,  43  Vt.  683;  Matthles-  *  sEvans*  Agency,  100. 

sen  V.  McMahon.  38  N.  J.  (L.)  587;  Hill  v.  i  «Benoit  ▼.  Conway,  14  Allen  588. 

2*?!  ^^'  fc-^i?"^*^  ^S'  ?*yi*  V  H"&  ^?t  *«Ahern  ▼.  Baker,  84  Minn.  98. 

N.  H.  156;  Willis  v.  Manhattan  Co.,  2  Hall  «,»,     ,        -.. ,  ,     «.  ,       .        ^,« 

495^  '  s^TooIe  v.  Thiele,  85  La.  Ann.  418. 

1  eStory  on  Agency,  §  407;  Evans'  Agen-  aWharton  Agency,  f  100. 

cy,  100. 
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some  authorities  ;2^    while  according  to  others  it  does 
not.2* 

(j)  The  dissolution  of  a  partnership  revokes  an 
agency,'^**  or  a  change  in  the  firm  by  the  admission  of 
new  partners  ;2®  but  not  a  mere  change  in  the  firm 
name.^^  The  authority  of  an  attorney  at  law  is  not 
terminated  by  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  of 
which  he  is  a  member,^®  though  it  is  held  to  be  at  an 
end  by  his  removal  or  suspension  from  his  office  of  at- 
torney,^® or  by  his  ceasing  to  act  as  attorney  or  to  re- 
side in  the  State.^^ 

§202.     Time  at  Which  Revocation  Takes  Effect. 


A  revocation  by  the  principal  of  the  agent's  authority 
takes  effect  as  between  principal  and  agent  at  the  mo- 
ment the  agent  receives  notice  of  it,*  but  as  to  third  per- 
sons it  has  no  effect  until  it  is  made  known  to  them.^ 
Acts  done  after  the  revocation  of  his  agency  bind  both 
his  principal  and  himself  so  far  as  they  regard  third 
persons  who  have  had   no   notice   of   the   revocation.' 

In  Felloics  v.  Hartford  Steamboat  Co.,^  the  de- 
fendants, a  steamboat  company,  had  employed  A  as 


2  3Simonton  v.  Clark,  66  N.  C.  525,  fl  Am. 
Rep.  768;  Howell  v.  Gordon,  40  Ga.  803; 
Cooley  V.  Burson.  1  Heisk.  145;  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Davis,  06  U.  S.  425;  Blackwell  v.  Willard, 
66  N.  C.  566,  6  Am.  Rep.  749. 

s«Maloney  v.  Stephens,  11  Heisk.  788; 
Robinson  v.  International  Insurance  Co., 
42  N.  Y.  64,  1  Am.  Rep.  400;  Manhattan 
Life  Ins.  Co.  t.  Warwick,  20  Grait.  614,  2 
Am.  Rep.  218;  MurrcU  v.  Jones,  40  Miss. 
665;  Shelby  v.  Offutt,  61  Miss.  128. 

«  sSchlater  v.  Wipenny,  75  Pa.  St.  381. 

seCallanan  v.  Van  Vleck,  86  Barb.  324. 

<7BiUingsly  v.  Dawson,  27  Iowa,  210. 

s  A  Weeks  Attorneys,  §  191;  Lawson 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  104. 

s«  Weeks  Attorneys,  S  248. 

*oChautauqua  Bk.  v.  Risley,  6  Hill,  375; 
Jones  V.  U.  S.,  15  Ct.  of  Cl.  240. 

1  Story  on  Agency,  f  740;  Neile  v.  U.  S.,  7 
Ct.  of  CI.  625;  Jones  V.  Hodekins.  6r  Me. 
480;  Robertson  v.  Cloud,  47  Miss.  206.    A 
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letter,  for  example,  written  by  his  principal 
revoking  the  agency  is  received  by  the 
agent  on  Wednesday  though  it  was  written 
and  mailed  on  Monday.  The  agency  is  not 
dissolved  until  Wednesday.  Robertson  v. 
Cloud,  47  Miss.  906. 

sTier  v.  Lampson,  35  Vt.  170,  82  Am 
Dec.  684;  Van  Duaen  v.  Star  Mtn.  Co..  47 
Cal.  671,  96  Am.  Dec.  200;  Diversv  v. 
Kellogg,  44  111.  114,92  Am.  Dec.  154;  Capen 
V.  Pac.  Mut.  Ins.  Co..  26  N.  J.  (L.)  67.  64 
Am.  Dec.  412;  Rice  v.  Barnard,  127  Mass., 
241;  Rice  v.  Isham,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  37; 
Meyer  v.  Hebner,  96  111.  400;  Ulrich  v. 
McCormick.  66  Ind.  248;  Claflin  v.  Len- 
heim,  66  N.  Y.  801;  Robertson  v.  Cloud,  47 
Miss.  206;  Wright  v.  Herrick,  128  Mass. 
240:  Hatch  v.  Coddington,  05  U.  S.  48; 
Barkley  v.  R.  Co.,  71  N.  Y.,  206. 

sLamothe  v.  R.  Co.,  17  Mo.  204;  Beard  v. 
Kirk,  11  N.  H.  396;  Hancock  v.  Byrne,  5 
Dana  614;  Edie  v.  Ashbaugh,  44  Iowa  519. 

«88Conn.  197. 
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steward  on  one  of  their  boats,  and  A  had,  while  so  em- 
ployed, purchased  of  the  plaintiflfs  and  others  supplies 
for  the  boat  by  authority  of  the  defendants  and  on  their 
credit.  The  defendants  afterwards  ceased  to  employ 
A  as  steward  and  advertised  for  proposals  for  contracts 
to  board  their  officers  and  crews  at  a  fixed  price  per 
week  and  to  furnish  the  passengers'  table,  the  con- 
tractors to  furnish  all  the  supplies  at  their  own  ex- 
pense, and  entered  into  such  a  contract  with  A  for  one 
of  their  boats,  and  into  a  similar  contract  with  B  for 
another  boat  The  defendants  gave  no  notice  to  the 
plaintiffs  of  the  change  in  the  manner  of  victualing 
their  boats  and  did  not  advertise  such  change  except 
by  advertising  for  proposals  as  above.  A  and  B,  after- 
wards, without  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants,  pur- 
chased supplies  for  their  respective  boats  of  the  plain- 
tiffs who  were  ignorant  of  their  contracts  with  the 
defendants,  and  the  goods  so  purchased  were  by  the 
direction  of  A  and  B  charged  to  the  defendants.  It  was 
held  that  the  defendants  were  liable  for  the  goods  pur- 
chased by  A  but  not  for  those  purchased  by  B. 

When  an  agent's  authority  has  been  withdrawn,  but 
parties  owing  the  principal  pay  their  debts  to  the  agent, 
not  knowing  of  the  revocation,  the  payments  bind  the 
principal.*^ 

But  where  the  agent  is  a  special  one  having  authority 
to  do  only  a  particular  act,  notice  to  third  parties  of 
the  revocation  is  not  necessary.®  And  third  persons 
have  no  right  to  conclude  that  a  new  agency  has  been 
established  after  they  have  been  notified  by  the  princi- 
pal that  the  former  agency  has  ceased,  from  the  fact 
that  the  agent  is  conducting  business  as  formerly.'^ 

s  Packer  ▼.  Hinckley,  122  Mass.  484;  Ins.  7  Van  Dusen  v.  Mininsr  Co.,  80  Cal.  571. 

Co.  V.  McCain,  90  U.  S.  84.  95  Am.  Dec.  210. 

•Watts  V.  Kavanaugh.  85  Vt.  84. 

247 


§  202 


THE  PARTIES. 


[PABT  I. 


As  to  the  time  when  the  revocation  by  the  death  of 
the  principal  takes  effect,  the  role,  as  established  by 
the  great  weight  of  authority,  is  that  the  revocation  is 
instantaneous  both  as  to  the  agent  and  third  parties, 
even  as  to  acts  of  the  agent  before  he  obtains  knowledge 
of  the  decease.^  This  doctrine  has  been  much  criti- 
cised.® The  effect  is  to  leave  the  third  party  without  a 
remedy  upon  contracts  entered  into  by  the  agent  when 
ignorant  of  the  death  of  his  principal.  The  agent  is  not 
personally  liable,  as  having  contracted  on  behalf  of  a 
non-existent  principal ;  for  the  agent  had  once  received 
an  authority  to  contract  Nor  is  he  liable  on  a  war- 
ranty of  authority  for  he  had  no  means  of  knowing  that 
his  authority  had  determined.  Nor  is  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  liable ;  for  the  authority  was  given  for  the  pur- 
pose of  representing  the  principal  and  not  his  estate. 
The  case  seems  a  hard  one,  but  so  the  law  stands  in 
most  of  the  States.  In  a  few  States,  however,  the  more 
reasonable  rule  is  adopted  that  acts  bona  fide  executed 
by  the  agent  before  notice  of  his  death,  and  which  do 
not  require  to  be  done  in  the  principal's  name,  are  valid 
in  favor  of  innocent  parties.^^ 

As  to  persons  who  have  dealt  with  an  agent  in  ignor- 
ance of  his  principal's  insanity,  the  courts  are  inclined 
to  uphold  such  transactions  and  consider  them  binding 
upon  the  principal.^^  And  an  agent  who  knowing  that 
the  principal  was  insane  continued  to  exercise  an  au- 


sQayton  v.  Merritt,  58  Miss.  358:  Rt(i:s 
V.  Cage^  Humph.  860.  87  Am.  Dec.  659; 
Gale  V.  Tappan,  IS  N.  H.  145,  87  Am.  Dec. 
194;  Harper  v.  Little.  2  Me.  14, 11  Am.  Dec. 
26;  Smout  v.  Iberry,  10  M.  &  W.  1:  Clark 
V.  Courtney.  5  Pet.  819;  Ferris  v.  Irvin^i:, 
2S  Cal.  645;  Cleveland  v.  Williams.  29  Tex. 
904,  94  Am.  Dec.  274;  Scrugn  v.  Diver,  81 
Ala.  274;  Gleason  v.  D^,  4  Mete.  333; 
Nichols  V.  Chapman,  9  Wend.  452:  Jenkins 
V.  Atkins.  1  Humph.  294.  34  Am.  Dec.  648; 
Davis  V.  Windsor  Bk..  46  Vt.  788:  Long  v. 
Thayer,  149  U.  S.  520;  Farmers  Loan  Co. 
V.  Wilson,  34  N.  E.  Rep.  784. 
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•See  an  able  article  in  6  Cent.  L.  J.  885. 

locassiday  v.  McKenzie,  4  W.  A  S.  t92, 
89  Am.  Dec.  76;  Dick  v.  Page,  17  Mo.  884.. 
57  Am.  Dec.  S67;  Cariger  v.  Whittington, 
26  Mo.  311;  Ish  v.  Crane,  8  Ohio  St.  6SK). 
And  see  Bank  v.  Vanderhorst,  82  N.  Y.5&8. 
By  statute  in  several  states  payments  made 
to  an  agent  in  ignorance  of  the  principal's 
death  are  valid.  See  Coney  v.  Saunders. 
28  Ga.  611. 

1 1  Davis  V.  Lane.  10  N.  H.  166;  Morlev 
V.  Head,  48  Vt.  633;  Matthiesaen  v.  McMa- 
hon,  88  N.  J.  L.  687;  see  Drew  v.  Nunn,  L. 
R.  4  Q.  B.  689. 
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thority  once  given  by  him,  might  be  sued  on  a  warranty 
of  authority.^2 

■ 

§203.    Authority  Coupled  with  Interest  or  on 

Consideration. 

All  the  modes  of  revocation  of  authority  which  we 
have  just  examined  apply  only  to  mere  naked  powers* 
over  which  the  principal  has  absolute  control,  and  not  to 
powers  coupled  with  an  interest  or  such  as  are  made 
upon  sufficient  consideration  or  for  the  mutual  benefit 
of  the  parties.^  It  is  laid  down  as  a  general  nde  that 
an  authority  coupled  with  an  interest  is  not  revocable 
either  by  the  act  of  the  principal,'  or  l^  his  death,^ 
bankruptcy,*  marriage,*^  or  insanity,®  or  in  any  other 
mode.    As  to  what  amounts  to  an  interest  it  is  said  :^ 


**^ 


'Where  an  agreement  is  entered  into  on  a  sufficient  consideration 
whereby  an  authority  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  securing  some  bene- 
fit to  the  donee  of  the  authority,  such  an  authority  is  irrevocable. 
That,  is  what  is  usually  meant  by  an  authority  coupled  with  an  in- 
terest and  which  is  commonly  said  to  be  irrevocable.' 


»• 


An  assignment  of  property  in  trust  to  be  distributed 
among  creditors,®  a  power  to  collect  a  debt  to  secure 
advances  made  by  the  agent,®  an  authority  to  collect 


IS  Anion  Contr.  360. 

1  Wassel  V.  Reardon,  11  Ark.  705,  54  Am. 
Dec.  845. 

S  Hartley's  Appeal,  33  Pa.  St.  212;  Walk- 
er  ▼.Denniaon,  8o  111.  14^;  Goodman  v. Bow- 
den,  54  Me.  4S4;  Hutcbins  v.  Hebbard,  34' 
N.  T.  34;  Hunt  v.  Rousmaniere,  8  Wheat. 
174;  Knapp  v.  Alford,  10  Paige  905 

*  Merry  v.  Lynch,  68  Me.  04;  Bonney  v. 
Smith.  17  111.  531;  Knapp  v.  Alford,  10  Paige 
905,  40  Am.  Dec.  241 ;  Gilbert  v.  Holmes,  64 
111.  548;  Hunt  v.  Rousmaniere,  8  Wheat  171; 
Hockett  V.  Jones,  70  Ind.  £27;  Leavitt  v. 
Fisher,  4  Duer  1:  Yates  v.  Prow,  11  Ark.58; 
Qeveland  v.  Williams,  29  Tex.  904,  04  Am. 
Dec.  274. 


*  Story  on  Agency.  %  488. 

s  Story  on  Agency,  9  488;  Eneu  v.  Clark, 
9  Pa.  St.  984,  44  Am.  Dec.  101. 

0  Matthiessen  v.  McMahon,  38  N.  J.  536. 

7  Smart  ▼.  Saunders.  5  C.  6.  875.  See  19 
Harv.  L.  Rev.  962. 

8  Ward  V.  Lewis,  4  Pick.  621;  Watson  v. 
Bageley,  12  Pa.  St.  164,  21  Am.  Dec.  505; 
Furman  v.  Fisher,  4  Cold.  626,  04  Am. Dec. 
910;  Scull  V.  Reeves,  8  N.  J.  Bq.  131,  29 
Am.  Dec.  706;  Ingram  v.  Kirkpatrick,  6 
I  red.  Eq.  468,  51  Am.  Dec.  428. 

•  U.  S.  V.  Jarvis,  Daviess  1274;  Speal 
V.  Gardner,  16  La.  Ann.  883;  Marzion  v. 
Pioole,  8  Cal.  529. 
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and  distribute  money,*  ^  an  authority  given  to  an  agent 
to  pay  to  a  third  party  a  debt  which  he  owes  to  his  prin- 
cipal, or  to  sell  property  and  pay  himself  a  debt  due 
to  him  out  of  the  proceeds,  are  instances  in  which  an 
interest  has  been  held  to  be  coupled  with  the  authority 
so  as  to  make  it  irrevocable.** 

But  the  cases  which  illustrate  this  rule  seem  to  make 
it  clear  that  we  must  not  understand  by  such  an  inter- 
est as  is  here  meant  the  advantage  which  the  agent  may 
derive  from  a  continuance  of  the  authority,  or  the  in- 
convenience, or  even  the  loss  which  he  may  suffer  by  its 
revocation.*^  Therefore  the  consideration  or  interest 
must  be  something  beyond  the  mere  compensation  out 
of  the  proceeds  or  for  the  services  to  be  rendered.*^ 
Where  an  owner  of  land  containing  iron  ore  authorized 
an  agent  in  writing  to  sell  the  land,  the  agent  agreeing 
to  transport  specimens  of  the  ore  to  England  and  to 
receive  as  compensation  "an  undivided  one-fourth  in 
the  proceeds  of  sale  when  sold  as  aforesaid :''  it  was 
held  that  the  agent's  authority  was  not  coupled  with  an 
interest  and  was  revocable  at  any  time  before  sale.** 


10  Watson  v.  Ba^eley,  12  Pa.  St.  164, 15 
Am.  Dec.  606. 

1 1  Wheeler  v.  Slocum,  16  Pick.  62. 

IS  Wheeler  v.  Knag|rs,  8  Ohio  169;  Cham- 
bers  r.  Seary,  78  Ala.  872;  Hutchinsv.Heb- 
bard.  84  N.  Y.  24;  Guthrie  v.  R.  Co.,  40  HI. 
109. 

I*  Blackstone  v.  Buttermore.  58  Pa.  St. 
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266;  Walker  v.  Dennison,  86  111.  148;  Simp- 
son V.  Carson,  11  Oregon  861;  Barr  v. 
Schroeder,  82  Cal.  609:  Hartley's  Appeal, 
58  Pa.  St.  812;  Darrow  v.  St.  George,  8 
Col.  662:  State  v.  Walker,  88  Mo.  279; 
Rowan  Co.  v.  Hull,  47  S.  E.  Rep.  92  (W. 
Va.) .    Contra,  Merry  v.  Lynch,  68  Md.  94. 

i«  Chambers  v.  Seay,  73  Ala.  872. 
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§204.     Consent  of  Parties  Essential. 

To  an  absolutely  binding  contract  it  is  essential  that 
there  should  be  consent  on  the  part  of  both  parties  to 
enter  into  contractual  relations,  and  though  it  appears 
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on  the  face  of  the  contract  that  the  parties  did  so  con- 
sent, as  where  the  words  used  by  them  clearly  show 
consent  to  be  present,  nevertheless  the  law  will  look  be- 
yond this  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  whether  such 
apparent  consent  is  a  real  consent,  and  if  it  is  found 
that  it  is  not  so,  will  avoid  the  contract  at  the  suit  of 
the  innocent  party. 

This  apparent  but  not  real  consent  may  arise  from 
five  causes:  (A)  It  may  arise  from  Mistake,  as  for  ex- 
ample where  one  of  the  parties  did  not  mean  the  same 
thing  as  the  other  one,  or  where  one  or  both,  while 
meaning  the  same  thing,  formed  untrue  conclusions  a» 
to  the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement.  ( B )  It  may  arise 
from  Misrepresentation,  as  for  example  where  one 
of  the  parties  was  led  to  form  untrue  conclusions  re- 
specting the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  by  state- 
ments innocently  made,  or  facts  innocently  withheld  by 
the  other.  ( C )  It  may  arise  from  Fraud^  as  for  exam- 
ple where  the  untrue  conclusions  formed  by  one  of  the 
parties  were  induced  by  representations  of  the  other 
party  made  with  a  knowledge  of  their  untruth  and  with 
the  intention  of  deceiving.  (D)  It  may  arise  from 
Duress,  as  for  example  where  the  apparent  consent  of 
one  of  the  parties  was  extorted  from  him  by  the  other 
by  actual  or  threatened  personal  violence.  Or  (E)  it 
may  arise  from  Undue  Influence,  as  for  example 
where  the  relations  of  the  parties  were  such  that  one  of 
them  was  incapable  of  resisting  the  will  of  the  other. 

A. 

MISTAKE. 

§205.     Agreement  Presumed  from  Assent. 

The  law  is  well  settled  that  a  man  is  bound  by  an 
agreement  to  which  he  has  expressed  his  assent  in  un- 
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equivocal  terms,  uninfluenced  by  falsehood,  violence  or 
oppression.^  The  law  judges  of  an  agreement  between 
two  persons  exclusively  from  those  expressions  of  their 
intention  which  are  communicated  between  them,  the 
acceptor  of  an  olBPer  has  a  right  to  believe  that  the  of- 
ferer means  what  he  says ;  and  the  olBPerer  has  the  right 
to  understand  that  the  acceptance  was  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  olBPer.* 

§206.  From  Signing  or  Accepting  Written  Instrument, 

One  who  signs  a  written  contract  is  not  permitted  to 
show  that  he  did  not  read  the  document  or  did  not 
know  of  or  intend  to  agree  to  its  terms.^ 

"A  written  contract  is  the  highest  evidence  of  the  terms  of  an 
agreement  between  the  parties  to  it,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  every  con- 
tracting party  to  learn  and  know  its  contents  before  he  signs  and  de- 
livers it.  He  owes  this  duty  to  the  other  part^  to  the  contract,  be- 
cause the  latter  may,  and  probably  will,  pay  his  money  and  shape 
his  action  in  reliance  upon  the  agreement.  He  owes  it  to  the  public 
which,  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  treats  the  written  contract  as  a 
conclusive  answer  to  the  question,  what  was  the  agreement?  If 
one  can  read  his  contract,  his  failure  to  do  so  is  such  gross  negli- 
gence that  it  will  estop  him  from  denying  it,  unless  he  has  been  dis- 
suaded from  reading  it  by  some  trick  or  artifice  practiced  by  the  op- 
posite party.  If  he  cannot  read  it,  it  is  as  much  his  duty  to  procure 
some  reliable  person  to  read  and  explain  it  to  him,  before  he  signs  it, 
as  it  would  be  to  read  it  before  he  signed  it  if  he  were  able  to  do  so; 


1  Bordon  v.  Richmond,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
X13  N.  C.  570,  x8  8.  E.  Rep.  3^;  Robertson 
V.  Smith,  n  Tex.211,  00  Am.  Dec.  284. 

t  Drew  V.  Edmonds,  00  Vt.  401,  0  Am. 
St.  Rep.  128;  ante,  f  4. 

1  Upton  V.  Trebelcock,  91  U.  S.  45:  Jack- 
son V.  OIney,  140  Mass.  105:  Gaither  v. 
Douffherty,  18  Ky.  L.  R.  709,  88  S.W.  Rep. 
2;  Bfack  ▼.  R.  Co.,  Ill  111.  851, 53  Am.  Rep. 
088:  Zenor  v.  Johnson,  107  I nd.  00,  7  N.  E. 
Rep.  751;  Sanborn  ▼.  Sanborn,  104  Mich. 
180, 02  N.  W.  Rep.  871:  Pellyplace  v.  Gro- 
ton  Bridge,  etc.,  Co.,  108  Mich.  155,  61  N. 
W.  Rep.  280;  Qaimby  v.  Shearer,  50  Minn. 
584, 66  N.  W.  Rep.  166;  Gwin  v  Waggon- 
er, 98  Mo.  816,  11  S.  W.  Rep.  227;  Roths- 
child V.  Frensdorf,  21  Mo.  A  pp.  818;  Shan- 


ley  ▼.  Gaslight  Co.,  83  Mo.  (App.)  123;  Penn 
V.  Brashear,  85  Mo.  (App.)  25;  Fiv^ey 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.^  07  N.  J. 
L.  027.  52  All.  Rep,  472;  Hill  ▼.  R.  Co.,  73 
N.  Y.  851, 29  Am.  Rep.  168;  Hunter  v.  Wal- 
ters, L.  R.  7  Ch.  75;  Burlington  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Evans  Lumber  Co.,  100  la.  409.  09 
N.  W.  Rep.  568;  Wood  v.  Lock  Co.,  90  Ga. 
120.  22  S.  E.  Rep.  909;  Campbell  v.  Van 
Houten,  44  Mo.  (App.)  231;  Livingston  v. 
Stronif,  107  111.  295;  Lumley  v.  R.  Co.,  71 
Fed.  Rep.  21;  Dellinger  v.  Gillespie,  118  N. 
C.  787,  24  S.  E.  Rep.  588:  Berst  v.  Sipe,  10 
Ind.  (App.)  4,  44  N.  B.  Rep.  782;  Bldridge 
V.  Dexter,  88  Me.  191,  83  Atl.  Rep.  974; 
Bostwick  v.  Ins.  Co.,  92  N.  W.  Rep.  210 
(Wis.). 
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and  hlB  failure  to  obtain  a  reading  and  explanation  of  It  la  such 
gross  negligence  as  will  estop  him  from  avoiding  It  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  Ignorant  of  Its  contents.  This  Is  a  just  and  salutary 
rule,  because  the  other  contracting  party  universally  acts  and 
changes  his  position  on  the  faith  of  the  contract;  and  it  would  be 
gross  fraud  upon  him  to  permit  one,  who  has  recelred  the  benefits 
of  the  agreement  in  silence,  to  escape  from  its  burdens  by  proof  that 
he  did  not  know  and  did  not  Inquire  what  these  burdens  were,  when 
he  assumed  them."* 

So  where  one  accepts  a  paper  which  he  knows  con- 
tains the  terms  of  an  offer,  he  will  be  bound  by  it^  and 
-can  not  be  heard  to  say  that  he  did  not  read  it  or  did 
not  know  what  it  contained,^  as  in  the  case  of  bills  of 
lading,  express  receipts,  insurance  policies  and  the 
like.* 

• 
§207.    Mistake  in  Motive  or  Ewpectations. 

Where  a  person  is  mistaken  in  his  motive  in  entering 
into  an  agreement  or  in  his  expectations  respecting  it, 
such  mistake  does  not  affect  its  validity.^  For  exam- 
ple, if  one  purchase  an  article,  believing  it  will  answer 
a  particular  purpose  to  which  he  intends  to  put  it,  and 
it  fails  to  do  so,  or  thinking  that  he  needs  it  when  he 
really  does  not,  he  is  bound  just  the  same  to  his  agree- 
ment.^ So  where  a  man  being  desirous  of  being  a  free- 
holder of  Essex  contracted  to  purchase  a  house  which 
he  believed  to  be  in  that  county,  but  which  proved  to  be 
in  another,  it  was  held,  nevertheless,  that  he  was 
bound.' 


<( 


'A  promise  to  pay  a  given  sum  for  property,  or  for  Information 
which  the  promisor  supposed  that  he  needed,  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 

*  Sanborn,  T.,  in  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Cc.  v.  S  Chanter  v.  Hopkins,  1  H.  &H.  887;  Re 
BelHwith,  83  Fed.  Rep.  4|7.  British,  etc.,  Tel.   Co.,  L.   R.  14  Bq.  816; 

I  Qee  ante  i  4  Coates  v.  Bucic,  93  Wis.  128.  67  N.  W.  Rep. 

Dee  ame,  J  t .  Western  Savings  Blc.  v.  Banlc,  10  Bush 

*  Lawson  Bail.,  f  147.  gg^^ 

1  Adams  v.Wcare.lBro.Ch.  567;    Jeff-  •  Shirley  v.    Davis,   cited   in   Drewe  v. 

lofV"-/*?!;*  \^5-  ^-  **®'  ?i*'*  ^;?'"^r"«^*'  Hanson,  i  Ves.  Jr.  676,  7  Id.  870. 
181  N.  Y.  149;  Anderson  v.  May,  00  Minn. 

-280. 
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ing  of  the  promise,  surely  does  not  become  voidable  because  of  a  sub- 
sequent discovery  that  the  property  or  the  information  was  not 
needed.  Whether  a  contract  rests  upon  a  valuable  consideration  or 
otherwise  must  be  determined  by  conditions  as  they  exist  when  it 
is  made;  and,  if  the  promisor  supposes  that  the  thing  which  he  seeks 
to  obtain  and  promises  to  pay  for  will  be  beneficial  to  him,  he  can- 
not avoid  his  promise  on  the  strength  of  a  subsequent  discovery  that 
it  was  really  nonessential,  or  of  no  value."^ 

§208.    Mistake  in  Value  or  Quality. 

Mistake  regarding  the  value  or  quality  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  agreement  does  not  avoid  it.^  In  a  Wis- 
consin case^y  the  plaintiff  had  found  a  small  stone  and 
sold  it  to  the  defendant  for  one  dollar  which  he  paid. 
It  turned  out  to  be  a  rough  diamond  worth  |700.  Both 
parties,  however,  were  ignorant  at  the  time  of  the  char- 
acter of  the  stone  and  its  intrinsic  value.  It  was  held 
that  the  sale  was  valid.^  In  a  Massachusetts  case  A 
sold  B  a  promissory  note,  both  of  them  ignorant  of  the 
fact  that  the  makers  of  the  note  a  few  hours  before  the 
sale  had  made  an  assignment  of  all  their  assets  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors.  This  did  not  affect  the  sale,  be- 
cause: 

"To  produce  this  result  the  mistake  must  be  one  which  affects  the 
existence  or  identity  of  the  thing  sold.  Any  mistake  as  to  its  value 
or  quality  or  other  collateral  attributes  is  not  sufficient  if  the  thing 
delivered  is  existent  and  is  the  identical  thing  in  kind  which  w^ 


«  Thayer,  J.,  in  Casserlcigh  v.  Wood,  119 
Fed.  Rep.  811. 

iSmith  V.  Hughes,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  597; 
Tamplio  v.  James,  15  Cb.  Div.  315;  Sankey 
T.  Nat.  Bank,  78  Pa.  St.  48;  Webster  y. 
Stark,  10  Lea  406;  Thompson  v.  Jackson, 
8  Rand.  604,  15  Am.  Dec.  781;  Taylor  v. 
Ford,  63  Pac.  Rep.  770  (Cal.);  Hood  v. 
Todd,  58  S.  W.  Rep.  783  (Ky.);  Dorlic  v. 
Dufas.  56  Ga.  484:  Hunter  v.  Goudy,'l 
Ohio,  449-  Hecht  v.  Batcbeller,  147  Nlass. 
885,  17  N.  B.  Rep.  651;  Dambmann  v. 
Schulting,  75  N.  V.  56;  Lyman  y.  Camp- 
bell, 84  Mo.  (App.)  213;  Hope  V.  Walter,! 
Ch.  287,  870  (1900, 1899). 

iWood  V.  Boynton,  64  Wis.  866,  54  Am. 
Rep.  610. 


>  In  Sherwood  v.  Walker,  66  Mich.,  568, 
the  defendant  had  sold  to  plaintiff  a 
blooded  cow  for  the  sum  of  $80,  both 
parties  to  the  contract  supjposing  the  cow 
was  barren.  Before  the  time  for  delivery 
arrived  defendant  discovered  that  the  cow 
was  with  calf,  whereupon  he  rescinded  the 
sale  and  declined  to  deliver.  As  a  breeder 
the  cow  was  worth  from  $750  to  $1,000. 
The  court  held  that  the  misuke  of  the 
parties  avoided  the  agreement.  Sherwood, 
J.,  dissented  on  the  ground  that  the  mis- 
take was  merely  as  to  the  quality  of  the 
thing  sold  and  this  view  is  clearly  the 
correct  one.  See  Kowalk'e  v.  R.  Co.,  103 
Wis.  472,  79  N.  W.  Rep.  807. 
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sold.  .  .  .  The  subject-matter  of  the  contract  was  the  note 
of  J.  ft  S.  B.  Sachs.  The  note  delivered  was  the  same  note  which 
the  parties  bought  and  sold.  They  may  both  have  understood  that 
the  makers  were  solvent  whereas  they  were  insolvent;  but  such  a 
mistake  or  misapprehension  affects  the  value  of  the  note  and  not  its 
idenUty."* 

The  same  result  attaches  where  the  mistake  is  not 
mutual^ — as  where  one  through  error  in  computation 
and  neglecting  to  take  into  consideration  certain  fea- 
tures of  the  work  offers  to  erect  a  building  for  too  small 
a  sum^®  or  where  a  station  agent^  on  application  of  a 
shipper  for  the  rate  of  freight,  quotes,  through  a  mis- 
take in  the  instructions  to  him,  a  lower  rate  than  he  was 
instructed  to  offer^  and  the  other  party  accepts  the 
smaller  or  lower  sum  not  knowing  of  the  mistake.  So 
where  one  of  the  parties  is  mistaken  as  to  the  value  of 
a  thing  sold,  the  other  party  knowing  its  real  value,  for 
here  as  we  shall  see  the  law  requires  a  man  to  use  his 
own  judgment  and  if  he  is  mistaken  in  thinking  it 
better  or  worse  than  it  actually  is,  he  has  no  remedy 
unless  he  has  insisted  on  a  warranty  or  the  other  party 
has  made  false  representations.^ 

Where  the  value  or  quality  or  other  attribute  of  the 
subject  of  the  agreement  is  doubtful,  and  it  appears  that 
the  parties  contracted  on  the  basis  of  this  risk,  the 
agreement  is  valid  notwithstanding  the  mistake.* 

§209.     Mistake  Preventing  Formation  of  Contract. 

Nevertheless,  where  the  mistake  is  of  such  a  nature 
that  there  is  absence  of  mutual  consent  to  the  apparent 


«Hecht  V.  Batcbcller,  supra. 

sCrane  v.  McCormick,  92  Cal.  176,  28 
Pac.  Rep.  222;  Comer  v.  Granntss,  75  Ga. 
277;  Griffin  v.  O'Neill,  48  Kan.  117,  29  Pac. 
Rep.  143;  lonides  v.  Ins.  Co.,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B. 
674;  Scott  V.  Littledale,  8  E.  &  B.  815. 

BMoffctt,  etc.,  Co.  V.  Rochester,  91  Fed. 
Rep.  28,  38  C.  C.  A.  819:  Brown  v.  Levy.  69 
S.W.  Rep.  255  (Tex.):  Griffin  ▼.  O'Neill,  48 
Kan.  117,  29  Pac  Rep.  143;  contra.  Board 
of  School  Commrs.  v.  Bender,  72  N.  E. 
Rep.  155  and  ). 
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'Borden  v.  R. Co.,  113 N.  C.  670, 18 S.  E. 
Rep.  892. 

sSee  post,  $  281. 

•Valley  City  Milling  Co.  v.  Prange,  81 
N.  W.  Rep.  1074  (Mich.);  Hood  v.  Todd, 
58  S.  W.  Rep.  783  (Ky.);  Eastman  v.  St. 
Anthony  Falls  Water  Power  Co..  24  Minn. 
487;  Crowder  v.  Lanf^don.  88  N.  C.  476; 
Perkins  v.  Gay,  3  S.  &  R.  327,  S  Am.  Dec. 
658. 
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contract,  there  is  no  agreement  at  all,  for,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  principle  is  elementary  that  to  constitute  an 
agreement,  the  parties  must  assent  to  the  same  thing 
in  the  same  sense;  the  minds  of  both  must  meet  as  to 
the  same  tbing.^  Mistake  of  this  kind  does  not  simply 
make  the  agreement  voidable  or  unenforceable,  but 
prevents  any  agreement  at  all.^ 

This  kind  of  a  mistake  may  be  considered  under  three 
heads:  (A)  Concerning  the  nature  of  the  agreement. 
( B )  Concerning  the  person  with  whom  it  is  made.  ( C ) 
Concerning  its  subject-matter. 

§210.     Ccyncerning  Mature  of  Transaction, 

Where  a  person  by  mistake  enters  into  a  different 
kind  of  agreement  than  that  which  he  intended,  there 
is  no  contract^ — a&  for  example  where  he  signs  a  bond 
which  he  believes  to  be  only  a  petition,^  or  which  he 
thought  he  was  simply  signing  as  a  witness,^  or  where 
he  executes  a  release  from  "all  claims''  which  he 
thought  was  a  release  of  arrears  of  rent,*  or  signs  a 
deed  which  he  believed  to  be  a  duplicate  lease*^  or  signs 
an  agreement  when  he  thought  he  was  writing  his  name 
simply  as  an  autograph  or  to  show  how  it  was  spelled.® 
In  Foster  v,  McKinnon,^  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change induced  the  defendant,  a  very  old  man,  to  in- 
dorse it,  telling  him  that  it  was  a  guaranty.  The  plain- 
tilBP  was  a  subsequent  bona  fide  indorsee  of  the  bill,  for 

1  Ante.  S  8.  t  Schuykill  Co.  v.  Cop'iey,  67  Pa.  St.  886, 

t  Poil,  f  344.  5  Am.  Rep.  441. 

1  Whitney  V.  Snyder.  2  Lans.  477;  Soper  '  Wake  v.  Harrop,  3  H.  &  N.  788. 

V.  Peck.  61  Mich.  568;  Baldwin  v.  Bricker,  *  Thoroughgood's  Case,  9  Coke  9. 

I  5Sr?°n,-2W ;  ^«St°iP  "io  T  *?1£«**tP***°,?'"  »  McGinn  v.  Tobey,  62  Mich.  262. 

'  467;  Clme  V. Guthrie,  42  Ind. 236;  Detwillcr  _  .,  .  »       ,       „«  vt   t    t     o«« 

V.  feish,  44  Ind.  70;  Corby  v.  Weddle.  ft?  ,-".^*'S*"^SL^io  v''°?^7'  JL^V ^a  Ft?^' 
Mo.  452:  Piflfer  v.  Smith, 57 111. 527;  First  N.        *»  Atl.  Rep.888,62N.  J.  L.  584,41  Atl.  Rep. 

B.  V.   Leerman,    5  Neb.  217;    Bowers  v.        **^^- 


Thomas.  63  Wis.  480;  Pa«e  v.  Kreeky,  137  '  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  711. 

N.  Y.  807.  33  N.  E.  Rep.  811. 
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value.  It  was  held  that  the  defendant's  signature  did 
not  bind  him,  the  court  saying : 

"It  is  plain  on  principle  and  on  authority  that  if  a  blind  man  or  a 
man  who  cannot  read,  or  who  for  some  reason  (not  implying  negli- 
gence) forbears  to  read,  has  a  written  contract  falsely  read  over  to 
him,  the  reader  misreading  to  such  a  degree  that  the  written  con- 
tract is  of  a  nature  altogether  different  from  the  contract  pretended 
to  be  read  from  the  paper  which  the  blind  or  illiterate  man  after- 
wards signs;  then  at  least  if -there  be  no  negligence,  the  signature 
so.  obtained  is  of  no  force.  And  it  is  invalid,  not  merely  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  where  fraud  exists,  but  on  the  ground  that  the 
mind  of  the  signer  did  not  accompany  the  signature;  in  other  words 
that  he  never  intended  to  sign,  and  therefore  in  contemplation  of  law 
never  did  sign,  the  contract  to  which  his  name  is  appended." 

In  Walker  v.  Ebert,^  defendant  who  was  sued  on  a 
promissory  note  signed  by  him  set  up  in  defense  that 
he  was  unable  to  read  or  write  English,  that  when  he 
signed  the  note  it  was  represented  to  him  that  it  was  a 
contract  appointing  him  an  agent  to  sell  a  certain  pat- 
ent right  and  believing  this  he  signed  the  note  in  suit. 
Said  Dixon,  C.  J. : 

"The  party  whose  signature  to  such  a  paper  is  obtained  by  fraud 
as  to  the  character  of  the  paper  itself,  who  is  ignorant  of  such  char-  | 

acter,  and  has  no  intention  of  signing  it,  and  who  Is  guilty  of  no  J 

negligence  in  affixing  his  signature,  or  in  not  ascertaining  the  char- 
acter of  the  instrument,  is  no  more  bound  by  it  than  if  it  were  a 
total  forgery,  the  signature  included." 

It  will  be  noticed  that  in  Foster  v.  McKinnan,  the 
absence  of  negligence  was  strongly  dwelt  upon  by  the 
court  The  distinction  is  important,  as  it  is  well  set- 
tled that  where  a  party  in  full  possession  of  his  facul- 
ties and  able  to  read,  signs  a  negotiable  instrument  , 
under  the  belief  that  it  is  an  instrument  of  a  different 
character,  and  does  so  without  himself  reading  it  but 
relying  on  the  reading  or  representation  of  another,  he                   * 

8  29  Wis.  194.  9  Am.  Rep.  548;  Hewitt  ▼.  Jones,  72  III.  218. 

260 


CH.  VI.] 


THE  CONSENT. 


§210 


is  guilty  of  such  negligence  as  to  estop  him  from  set- 
ting up  such  defense  in  an  action  on  the  note  by  a  bona 
fide  holder  for  value.®  Even  a  blind  man  or  one  unable 
to  read  must  use  care  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.^^  This  question  has  frequently  arisen  in  the 
case  of  negotiable  paper  obtained  by  fraud  and  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  party  and  the  courts  have  been  called 
on  to  say  which  of  two  innocent  parties  is  to  suffer 
for  a  mistake  occasioned  by  the  fraud  of  a  third. 

While  a  man  is  not  bound,  as  we  shall  see,  by  an 
agreement  which  he  has  been  induced  to  sign  by  the 
fraudulent  representations  of  the  other  party ,^^  such  a 
contract  being  voidable  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  yet  as 
between  him  and  innocent  parties  who  acquire  rights  in 
ignorance  of  the  fraud,  the  equities  of  the  Jatter  are  su- 
perior, and  though  he  will  not  be  bound  as  between 
himself  and  the  original  contractor,  he  will  as  to  those 
third  parties.  But  this  must  be  restricted  to  those 
cases  where  the  person  defrauded  has  intended  to  make 
the  agreement,  but  has  been  deceived  as  to  its  terms  or 
would  not  have  made  it  if  he  had  known  the  real  tacts. 
Where,  however,  he  never  inteiided  to  sign  the  instru- 
ment sued,  or  some  trick  was  used  to  substitute  another 
instrument  for  the  one  he  intended  to  sign,  his  signa- 
ture has  no  legal  effect  not  because  the  other  party  was 
guilty  of  fraud  but  because  the  person  who  perpetrated 
the  fraud  knew  that  he  had  no  intention  of.  executing 
that  kind  of  an  instrument,*^  and  third  parties  whether 


»  Chapman  v.  Rose,  M  N.  Y.  137;  Wil- 
liams V.  Sull,  79  Ind.  80,  41  Am.  Rep.  614. 

loTaylor  v.  Atchison,  54  111.  196.  5  Am. 
Rep.  118;  Griffith  v.  Kellogg,  89  Wis.  209, 
20  Am.  Rep.  48:  Martin  v.  dmylee.  55  Mo. 
677;  Hoplcins  v.lns.  Co.,67  la.  208;  Peterson 
▼.  Mactuy,  29  la.  400-  Williams  v.  State, 
78  Ind.  518;  Webb  v.  Corwin,  78  Ind.  408; 
Citizens*  Banic  v.  Smith,  29  Minn.  298. 

1 1  Bliss  V.  R.  Co.,  160  Mass.  447;  Shrimp- 
ton  V.  Netzorg.    104   Mich.  225,  62  N.  W. 


Rep.  843  (Mich.):  Robinson  v.  Glass,  94  Ind. 
211;  Trambly  v.  Record,  180  Mass.  259;  post, 
§  280. 

1  s  Nance  v.  Lary,6  Ala.  870;  Auten  v.Gru- 
ner,  90  111.  800;  Taylor  v.  Atchison,  54  III. 
196,  5  Am.  Rep.  118;  Champion  v.  Ulmer, 
?0  111.  8-^;  Van  Valkerburg  v.  Ronk.  12 
Johns.  888;  Walker  v.  Ebert,  29  Wis.  194; 
De  Camp  v.  Hanna,  29  Ohio  St.  467;  Gibbs 
V.  Linabury,  22  Mich.  479,  7  Am.  Rep.  675. 
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the  instrument  be  a  negotiable  one  or  not  can  acquire 
no  rights,  for  the  agreement  is  not  voidable  but  void.^' 
As  said  by  Byles^  J.,  in  Foster  v.  McKinnon : 

"The  defendant,  according  to  the  evidence,  if  beliered,  and  the 
finding  of  the  Jury,  never  intended  to  indorse  a  bill  of  exchange  at 
all,  but  intended  to  sign  a  contract  of  an  entirely  different  nature. 
It  was  not  his  design,  and,  if  he  were  guilty  of  no  negligence,  it  was 
not  even  his  fault  that  the  instrument  )ie  signed  turned  out  to  be 
a  bill  of  exchange.  It  was  as  if  he  had  written  his  name  on  a 
sheet  of  paper  for  the  purpose  of  franking  a  letter,  or  in  a  lady's 
album,  or  an  order  for  admission  to  Temple  Church,  or  on  the  fly- 
leaf of  ^  book,  and  there  had  already  been  without  his  knowledge  a 
bill  of  exchange  or  a  promissory  note  payable  to  order  inscribed  on 
the  other  side  of  the  paper.  To  make  the  case  clearer,  suppose  the 
bill  or  note  on  the  other  side  of  the  paper  in  each  of  these  cases  to  be 
written  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  signature,  then  the  fraudulent 
misapplication  of  the  genuine  signature  to  a  different  purpose  would 
have  been  a  counterfeit  alteration  of  a  writing  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud, and  would  therefore  have  amounted  to  a  forgery.  In  that 
case  the  signer  would  not  have  been  bound  by  his  signature  for  two 
reasons:  first,  that  he  never  in  fact  signed  the  writing  declared  on, 
and  secondly,  that  he  never  intended  to  sign  any  contract.  In  the 
present  case  the  first  reason  does  not  apply,  but  the  second  does  ap- 
ply. The  defendant  never  intended  to  sign  that  contract,  or  any  such 
contract.  He  never  intended  to  put  his  name  to  any  instrument 
that  then  was  or  thereafter  might  become  negotiable.  He  was  de- 
ceived not  merely  as  to  the  legal  effect,  but  as  to  the  actual  contents 
of  the  instrument." 

Negligence,  however,  on  the  part  of  the  maker  will 
turn  the  scale  in  favor  of  the  innocent  third  party.** 

§211.     Concerning  Person  with  Whom  Contract  Made. 

Where  A  contracts  with  B,  thinking  that  he  is  con- 
tracting with  C,  there  can  obviously  be  no  valid  agree- 


1*  Cases  cited  in  last  note. 

i«  Chapman  v.  Rose,  66  N.Y.  187:  Ross  v. 
Doland,  29  Ohio  St.  473;  Baldwin  v.  Bar- 
rows, 86  Ind.  851;  Douglass  v.  Mattinfif,  29 
la.  486;  Ort  v.  Fowler.  HI  Kan.  478;  Mack- 
ey  V.  Peterson,  89  Minn.  298,  13  N.  W. 
Rep.  182;  Gavafran  v.  Bryant,  8.")  Hi.  876; 
Upton  V.  Tribilcock,  91  U.  S.  60;  Brown  v. 
Reed,  79  Pa.  St.  370,  21  Am.  Rep.  76;  Alb- 
recht  V.  R.  Co,.  87  Wis.  105,  58  N.  W.  Rep. 
72.  That  the  maker   of  a  promissory  note 
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is  liable  to  an  innocent  holder  irrespective 
of  neglififence  is  held  in  Parkersbur^  Bank 
V.  Johns^  22  Va.  620,  46  Am.  Rep.  506.  This 
decision  is  clearly  wrong,  though  in  many 
of  the  decided  cases  the  defendant  is  held 
liable  on  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  on  very 
slight  proof  of  negligence.  Mackev  v. 
Peterson,  supra;  Chapman  v.  Rose,  56  N. 
Y.  187;  Bildwin  v.  Barrows,  86  Ind.  861; 
Ort  ▼.  Fowler,  31  Kan.  478;  Fayette  v. 
Bank,  54  la.  214. 
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ment,  for  B  not  being  present  to  A's  jnind  A  can  not 
be  a  consenting  party  to  an  agreement  with  B.  Such 
a  case  can  of  course  only  arise  where  A  has  in  contem- 
plation a  definite  person  with  whom  he  desires  to  con- 
tract; it  can  not  affect  general  offers  which  any  one 
may  accept,  as,  for  instance,  contracts  by  advertise- 
ment or  sales  for  ready  money. 

"Does  error  in  regard  to  the  person  with  whom  I  contract  destroy 
the  consent  and  annul  the  agreement?  I  think  that  this  question 
ought  to  be  decided  by  a  distinction.  Whenever  the  consideration  of 
the  person  with  whom  I  am  wiUing  to  contract  enters  as  an  element 
into  the  contract  which  I  am  willing  to  make,  error  with  regard  to 
the  person  destroys  my  consent  and  consequently  annuls  the  con- 
tract  On  the  contrary,  when  the  consideration  of  the  per- 
son with  whom  I  thought  I  was  contracting  does  not  enter  at  aU 
into  the  contract,  and  I  should  have  been  equally  willing  to  make 
the  contract  with  any  person  whatever  as  him  with  whom  I  thought 
I  was  contracting,  the  contract  ought  to  stand."^ 

In  Cundy  v.  Lmdaay^  A  by  imitating  the  signature  of 
B  induced  C  &  Co.  to  supply  him  with  goods  under  the 
belief  that  they  were  supplying  B.  It  was  held  that  no 
contract  had  ever  arisen  between  C  &  Co.  and  A.  Said 
the  court : 

"Of  him  they  knew  nothing,  and  of  him  they  never  thought  With 
him  they  never  intended  to  deal.  Their  minds  never  even  for  an  in- 
stant of  the  time  rested  upon  him,  and  as  between  him  and  them 
there  was  no  consensus  of  mind  which  could  lead  to  any  agreement 
or  contract  whatever.  As  between  Mm  and  them  there  waa  merely 
the  one  aide  to  a  contract,  where  in  order  to  produce  a  contract,  two 
aides  would  he  required.'* 

So  where  A  intends  to  contract  with  B,  C  can  not 
make  himself  a  party  to  the  contract  by  substituting 
himself  for  B,  for  no  man  can  be  compelled  against  his 
will  to  accept  another  contracting  party  in  place  of  the 
one  he  intends  to  deal  with,  and  it  makes  no  difference 

1  Fry,  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Wheatcroft,  9  Ch.  '  3  App.  Gas.  406;  Barcus  v.  Dorries,   71 

Div.  823  (1878),  quoting  from  Pothier  Obli-       N.  Y.  (Supp.)  605;  Barber  v.  Dinsmore,   72 
nations,  {  19>  P^-  St.  4^7. 
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that  the  contract  with  the  other  would  be  equally  valu-  j 

able  and  its  results  exactly  the  same.*     Thus  where  A 

sends  an  order  for  goods  to  B,  or  makes  any  other  pro-  \ 

posal  to  B,  C  can  not  make  himself  a  party  to  the  con-  i 

tract,  without  the  knowledge  of  A,  by  supplying  the 

goods  or  otherwise  accepting  the  proposal  in  the  place 

of  B.    A  may  have  a  setoff  against  B,  and  in  any  case 

he  has  a  right  to  the  benefit  he  may  contemplate  from 

the  character,  credit,  and   substance   of   B.*     And,   to 

take  another  view  of  the  transaction,  C  is  never  present 

to  A's  mind  in  the  formation  of  the  contract,  and  so  A 

is  no  consenting  party  to  a  contract  made  with  C.*^ 

In  a  recent  English  case,*  one  G,  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  notorious  money-lender,  had  issued  an  advertise- 
ment in  the  name  of  "Addison."  The  defendant  bor- 
rowed money  from  him  in  that  name,  giving  a  note  for  a 
larger  amount  than  borrowed,  but  upon  discovering  the 
deception  repudiated  the  transaction  and  offered  to  re- 
pay the  amount  borrowed.  In  an  action  on  the  note  the 
jury  found  that  plaintiff  had  intentionally  concealed 
from  defendant  the  fact  that  he  was  G  in  order  to  in- 
duce him  to  borrow  money  from  him,  that  defendant 
was  so  induced,  and  that  he  contracted  with  "Addison" 
believing  him  to  be  a  money-lender  of  that  name.  The 
court  held  the  defendant  not  bound,  saying: 

"To  enter  Into  a  contract  for  a  loan  with  a  creditor  such  as  G.» 
80  that,  when  the  day  for  the  payment  arrives,  the  borrower  can 
have  no  possible  chance  of  a  day's  or  even  an  hour's  grace,  but  on 
the  contrary  has  the  certainty  of  being  pestered  with  writs  and 
threats  of  writs  and  bailiffs  and  bankruptcy  notices,  whereby  life 
is  rendered  unbearable,  and  health  is  often  injured,  is  by  no  means, 

•Gregory  v. Wendell,  40  Mich.  443;  Holts  s Humble  v.  Hunter,  12  Q.  B.  810, 12  Jur. 

▼.  Schmidt,  60  N.  Y.  S68;  Hamet  v.  Letch-  111*  Arkansas  Valley  SmelUcff  Co.  ▼.  Beld- 

er,  87  Ohio   St.  366;  Winchester  v.  How-  en  Min.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  887;  Fox  v.  Tabel, 

ard,  07  Mass.  804,  08  Am.  Dec.  08.  66  Conn.  897,  84  Atl.  Rep.  101. 

«  Boulton  V.  Jones,  2  H.  &  N.  664;  Ran-  •  Gordon  v.  Street  (1899).  2  Q.  B.  641,  09 

dolph  Iron  Co.  v.  Elliott,  34  N.  J.  (L.)  184.         L.  J.  Q.  B.  46. 
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in  my  oiAnlon,  the  same  thing  as  entering  Into  a  contract  for  a  loan 
with  a  man  who,  when  the  day  of  payment  arrives,  does  none  of  these 
things,' but  on  the  contrary  deals  In  a  fair  and  non-oppressive  man- 


ner." 


In  Boston  Ice  Co.  v.  Potter/  P,  who  had  bought  ice 
for  his  house  from  the  Boston  Ice  Company,  ceased  to 
take  it  of  them  on  account  of  some  dissatisfaction,  and 
contracted  for  ice  with  the  Citizens'  Ice  Company.  Sub- 
sequently the  former  bought  out  the  business  of  the 
latter  company  and  continued  to  deliver  ice  to  P  with- 
out notifying  him  of  the  change  until  after  the  con- 
sumption of  the  ice  so  delivered.  It  was^  held  that  the 
Boston  Ice  Company  could  not  recover  from  P  the  price 
of  the  ice,  the  court  saying : 

"A  party  has  a  right  to  select  and  determine  with  whom  he  will 
contract  and  cannot  have  another  person  thrust  upon  him  without 
his  consent.  It  may  be  of  importance  to  him  who  performs  the  con- 
tract, as  when  he  contracts  with  another  to  paint  a  picture  or  write 
a  book,  or  furnish  articles  of  a  particular  kind  or  when  he  relies 
upon  the  character  or  qualities  of  an  individual,  or  has  as  in  this 
case,  reasons  why  he  does  not  wish  to  deal  with  a  particular  party. 
In  all  these  cases  as  he  may  contract  with  whom  he  pleases,  the 
sufficiency  of  his  reasons  for  so  doing  can  not  be  inquired  into.  If 
the  defendant  before  receiving  the  ice  or  during  its  delivery  had  re- 
ceived notice  of  the  change,  and  that  the  Citizens'  Company  could 
no  longer  perform  its  contract  with  him,  it  would  then  have  been 
his  undoubted  right  to  have  rescinded  the  contract  and  to  decline  to 
have  it  executed  by  the  plaintiff.  But  this  he  was  unable  to  do  be- 
cause the  plaintiff  failed  to  inform  him  of  that  which  he  had  a  right 
to  know.  If  he  had  received  notice  and  continued  to  take  the  ice 
as  delivered  a  contract  would  be  implied." 

§212.     Concerning  Subject-Matter  of  Contract. 

Mistake  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  may 
relate  (a)  to  its  existence  or  (b)  to  its  identity. 

(a)  If  persons  make  an  agreement  in  regard  to  some- 
thing which,  unknown  to  both  of  them,  is  non-existent 

1 188  Mass.  78. 
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at  the  time,  the  mistake  goes  to  the  root  of  the  matter 
and  avoids  the  contract,  for  there  can  be  no  contract 
where  there  is  no  subject-matter.^  Thus,  where  A  agrees 
to  sell  to  B  a  certain  horse  which,  unknown  to  the  par- 
ties, is  dead,  or  a  certain  building  which  is  burned 
down,  at  the  time  of  their  making  the  agreement, 
there  is  no  binding  contract.*  So,  where  one  purchased 
an  annuity  which  at  the  time  of  purchase  had  already 
failed  owing  to  the  death  of  the  annuitant,^  where  a 
sale  was  made  of  a  cargo  of  com  which  was  supposed 
by  the  parties  to  be  at  the  time  on  its  voyage  from  a 
foreign  port  Ho  England,  but  which  had  in  fact  prior  to 
that  time  become  so  heated  that  it  had  to  be  unloaded 
and  sold,*  where  one  sold  to  another  the  right  to  collect 
a  certain  judgment  which  they  both  thought  was  in  ex- 
istence, but  there  was  no  such  judgment,'  where  a  person 
agreed  with  another  to  lease  or  buy  an  estate  from  him 
which  both  believed  to  belong  to  him,  but  which  was 
found  to  belong  to  the  other  party,®  where  there  was  a 
covenant  in  a  lease  by  which  a  person  undertook  to  dig 
from  the  premises  not  less  than  a  certain  number  of 
tons  of  potter's  clay  annually,  paying  a  certain  royalty 
per  ton,  and  unknown  to  the  parties  there  had  never 
been  so  much  clay  under  the  land. 


"1 


'Here  both  parties  might  well  have  supposed  that  there  was  clay 
under  the  land.  They  agree  on  the  assumption  that  it  is  there;  and 
the  covenant  is  applicable  only  if  there  be  clay."^ 


*  Griffith  V.  Sebastian  County,  40  Ark. 
24,  3  S.  W.  Rep.  886;  Fleetwood  v.  Brown, 
109  Ind.  567,  9  N.  E.  Rep.  352. 11  N.  B.  Rep. 
779;  Geib  v.  Reynolds,  35  Minn.  831.  28  N. 
W.  Rep.  923;  Wood  worth  v.  McLean,  97 
Mo.  825, 11  S.  W.  Rep.  48;  Gebcl  v.  Weiss, 
42  N.  J.  Bq.  521.  8  Atl.  Rep.  889;  Bedell  v. 
Wilder,  65  Vt.  406,  28  Atl.  Rep.  589;  U.S.v. 
Charles,  74  Fed.  Rep.  142;  Fink  v.  Smith, 
170  Pa.  St.  124,  32  Atl.  Rep.  566;  Brick  Co. 
V.  Pond,  38  Ohio  St.  66;  King  v.  Doolittle, 
88  Tenn.  77;  Silvcrnail  v.  Cole,  12  Barb.  685. 
This  does  not  of  course  apply  to  sales  of 
ffoods  to  be  acauired  or  manufactured. 
Calkins  v.  Lockwood,  16  Conn.  276,  41  Am. 
Dec.  148. 

>  Bradford  v.  Chicago.  35  111.  428;  Allen  v. 
Hammond,  11  Pet.  71;  Thompson  v.  Gould, 
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20  Pick.  189;  Anderson  v.  Armstead,  09  111. 
452;  Dale  v.  Roosevelt,  5  Johns.  Ch.l74,  2 
Cow.  129. 

s  Strickland  v.  Turner,  7  Bx.  217;  Riegel 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  140  Pa.  St.  198. 21  Atl.  Rep.  892, 
158  Pa.  St.  134,  25  Atl.  Rep.  1070. 

*  Couturier  v.  Hastie,  5  H.  L.  Cas.  673. 

5  Gibson  v.  Pelkie,  37  Mich.  880. 

6  Bingham  v.  Bingham,  1  Ves.  126. 

'Clifford  V.  Watts,  L.  R.  56  P.  677;  Fritz- 
ler  ▼.  Robinson,  70  la.  600,  31  N.  W.  Rep. 
61;  Gribben  v.  Atkins,  64  Mich.  651.  81  N. 
W.  Rep.  570;  Muhlenberg  v.  Henning,  116 
Pa.  St.  188,  9  Atl.  Rep.  144;  Bluestone  Coal 
Co.  V.  Bell,  88  W.  Va.  297. 18  S.  B.  Rep.  493. 
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But  where  there  is  an  absolute  unconditional  contract 
not  showing  any  intention  that  the  existence  of  the 
thing  was  material^  but  rather  that  each  party  intended 
to  run  the  risk,  here  the  promisor  will  be  bound®  though 
the  thing  does  not  exist.  Where  one  agreed  to  sell  and 
deliver  certain  goods  on  the  arrival  of  a  certain  ship  and 
on  its  arrival  the  goods  were  not  on  board  as  was  ex- 
pected, it  was  held  that  he  was  nevertheless  responsible , 
for  the  non-delivery.®  In  Hills  v.  Sughrue^^^  the  defend- 
ant agreed  with  the  plaintiff  by  charter-party  to  take  his 
(the  defendant's)  ship  to  the  island  of  Ichaboe  and 
there  load  a  complete  cargo  of  guano  and  return  with  it 
to  England,  being  paid  a  high  rate  of  freight.  There  was 
so  little  guano  at  Ichaboe  that  the  performance  of  the 
defendant's  promise  to  load  a  complete  cargo  was  im- 
possible. The  plaintiff  sued  him  for  damages  for  fail- 
ure to  bring  home  a  cargo,  and  was  held  to  be  entitled  to 
recover.  What  amount  of  guano  was  on  the  island  was 
clearly  doubtful  and  the  defendant  to(*  the  risk  of  it. 

(b)  Where  A  agrees  with  B  concerning  one  thing, 
thinking  that  B  is  referring  to  that,  while  B  agrees  with 
A  concerning  another  thing  and  thinks  that  A  refers  to 
that  other  thing,  there  is  no  real  agreement,  there  is  a 
mistake  in  the  identity  of  the  thing  contracted  for — the 
minds  of  the  parties  never  really  meet."  Thus,  where 
A  agreed  to  purchase  from  B  a  lot  on  Prospect  street 
and  there  were  two  streets  of  that  name  in  the  town, 
and  A  meant  a  lot  on  one  of  these  streets  and  B  a  lot  on 


B  Jerv^is  v.  Tomkinson,  I  H.  &  N.  196; 
Barr  v.  Gibson.  8  M.  &  W.  890;  Bute  v. 
Thompson,  13  M.  &  W.  487;  Perkins  v.  Gay, 
S  Serg.  &  R.  237,  7  Am.  Dec.  668;  Clapp.  v . 
Astor.  2  Edw.  Ch.  379;  Valley  City  Milling; 
Co.  V.  Pransre,  128  Mich.  211, 81  N.  W.  Rep. 
1074. 

•  Hale  V.  Rawson,  4  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  86. 

10  15M.  ^W.  268. 

>  1  StroDff  V.  Lane,  66  Minn.  94,  68  N. 
>V.  Rep.  76s;  Harvey  v.  Harris,  112  Mass. 


39;  Rupley  v.  Daggett,  74  111.  861;  Cutts  v. 
Guild,  67  N.  Y.  2»9;  Gardner  v.  Lane,  6 
Allen  492;  Phillijps  v.  Bistolli,2  B.  A  C.  611; 
Hartford,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  24  Conn. 
674,  68  Am.  Dec.  177;  Rovegno  v.  Defiferan, 
40  Cal.  459;  Hoague  v.Mackav,  44  Kan.  277, 
24  Pac.  Rep.  47i;  Pitts,  etci  Coal  Co.  v. 
Slack,  42  La.  Ann.  107.  7  South.  Rep.  230; 
Robinson  v.  Estes,  68  Mo.  (App.)  582;  Row- 
land V.  R.  Co.,  61  Conn.  103,  23  Atl.  Rep. 
755. 
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the  other,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  agreement."  In 
another  case  A  agreed  to  buy  of  B  a  cargo  of  cotton  "to 
aiTive  ex  Peerless  from  Bombay,"  and  there  were  two 
ships  of  that  name,  and  the  buyer  meant  one  and  the 
seller  the  other,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  contract, 
and  that  the  buyer  was  not  bound  to  accept  a  cargo 
which,  though  it  came  "ex  Peerless  from  Bombay,"  did 
not  come  in  the  vessel  of  that  name  which  was  present 
to  his  mind  when  he  made  the  agreement.**  For  the  same 
reasons  it  was  decided  that  there  was  no  binding  agree- 
ment where  B  offered  to  work  for  fS.OO  per  day  and  A 
understood  him  to  say  |1.50  per  day,**  where  B 
asked  |165  for  certain  goods  and  A  accepted  thinking  he 
asked  |65  for  them,*^  and  where  A  intended  to  buy  five 
carloads  and  B  intended  to  sell  only  one  carload.*^ 
These  are  all  illustrations  of  the  principle  that  the 
minds  of  the  parties  must  meet  or  there  is  no  agree- 
ment.*^ 

But  where  there  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  language  or 
words  used,  the  fact  that  one  of  the  parties  mistakes  its 
meaning  is  not  material — for  as  we  have  seen  the  law 
does  not  act  on  what  a  person  thinks  but  on  what  he 
says,*®  Thus  while  it  was  held  that  if  a  person  agrees 
to  sell  and  another  to  buy  cotton  to  arrive  "ex  Peerless 
from  Bombay,"  and  there  are  two  ships  of  that  name 
and  the  buyer  means  one  and  the  seller  another,  there  is 
no  agreement,  yet  if  there  is  only  one  ship  of  that  name, 
but  one  of  the  parties  is  thinking  of  a  ship  of  a  different 
name,  the  agreement  is  valid.** 

1  < Kyle  v.Kavanaffh,  108  Mass.  866:Strong  i  •Holmes  Com.  Law,  809;  Anson  Contr.« 

V.  Lane,  66  Minn.  M,  68  N.  W.  Rep.  766.  180,  explaining  Raffles  v.  Wichelhaus,  2  H. 

1 3  Raffles  V.  Wichelhaus,  2  H.  A  C.  906.  *  ^'i?^;'"  *^K*!!°/"i  ***Mi>  PJSSIJJSfS 

1.  ««»  ._         ^1  .J.       .A.  an  oflfer  to  another  for  car  No.  5020  loaded 

1  *  Turner  v.  Webster,  24  Kan.  886.  ^ith  hay.  The  offeree  accepted  and  it  after- 

1  s  Ruply  V.  Dagg^ett,  74  111.  351.  wards  occurred  to  the  offeree  that  he  had 

1  e  Singer  v.  Grand  Rapids  Co.,  48  S.  E.        ?»!«  »  mistake,  and   in   looking  up  his 
---  /rv.  \  books  he  discovered   that  he  was  thinking 

7»  (i»a.).  qj  ^^  jj^  jyj^  j^j  intended  to  sell  that. 

1 7  Ante,  f  3«  The  agreement  was  held  binding. 

isSeeante,  f  4. 
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§213.     Mistake  of  Expression. 

A  mistake  of  expression  is  said  to  arise  where  the  par- 
ties have  agreed  upon  the  terms  of  the  contract  but  in 
reducing  these  terms  to  writing  they  are  expressed  dif- 
ferently from  the  real  intention  of  both.  A  for  example 
applies  to  an  insurance  company  for  a  policy  on  his 
house  No.  59  Milwaukee  Ave.,  and  the  agent  examines 
the  premises  and  an  oral  contract  to  insure  the  house  is 
entered  into,  and  the  written  policy  subsequently  de- 
livered. The  house  being  afterwards  destroyed  by  fire 
it  is  discovered  that  the  policy  as  issued  describes  it  as 
No.  57  Milwaukee  Ave.^  In  a  suit  at  law  on  the  policy 
A  could  not  recover  for  he  could  not  prove  that  57  Mil- 
waukee Ave.,  had  been  destroyed  nor  could  he  prove  by 
oral  evidence  that  the  parties  intended  to  insure  No. 
59  and  not  No.  57 — because  this  would  be  contrary  to  a 
cardinal  rule  of  evidence  by  which  a  written  agreement 
cannot  be  varied  or  contradicted  by  parol.*  A  court 
of  equity  however  will  correct  or  reform  the  policy  so 
as  to  express  the  real  intention.' 

But  where  the  mistake  is  so  obvious  on  the  face  of 
the  writing  as  to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  and  external  evidence  is  unnecessary,  here  even 
a  court  of  law  will  construe  it  according  to  the  obvious 
intention,  as  for  example  where  it  is  clear  that  one 
word  has  been  written  for  another  the  court  will  read 
the  instrument  with  the  mistake  corrected.       Thus  in 


1  Home  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Myer,  98  III.  272. 

>  See  poet,  $  370. 

*  De  Jarnett  v.  Cooper,  50  Cal.  70S;  Elliot 
V.  Sockett,  108  U.  S.  188;  Trenton  Terra 
Gotta  Co.  ▼.  Clav  Co.,  80  Fed.  Rep.  46; 
MoBby  ▼.  Wall,  88  Mias.  81,  50  Am.  Dec.  71; 
Leitensdorfer  ▼.  Delphy,  16  Mo.  160,56  Am. 
Dec.  187;  Bzell  ▼.  Peyton,  184  Mo.  414,  86 
S.  W.  Rep.  86;  Barlow  ▼.  Elliott,  66  Mo. 
(App.)  814;  Dunham  ▼.  Chathan,  21  Tex. 


231,  73  Am.  Dec.  888;  Price  ▼.  Cutu,  89 
Ga.,  148,  74  Am.  Dec.  63:  Thompson  v. 
Marshall,  86  Ala.  504, 76  Am.  Dec.  888;  Nat. 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Crane,  16  Md.  860, 77  Am. 
Dec.  289;  Smith  v.  Jordan,  13  Minn.  264,  97 
Am.  Dec.  282'  Kilmer  ▼.  Smith,  77  N.  Y. 
886,  88  Am.  Rep.  618;  Fowler  ▼.  Wood- 
ward, 86  Minn.  d47;  Fero  ▼.  Lumber  Co., 
101  Mich.  810,  59  Am.  Rep.  608:  West  ▼. 
Suda,  69  Conn.  60,  36  Atl.  Rep.  1016. 
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an  English  case  the  House  of  Lords  decided  that  when  a 
deed  covenanted  that  "Mary''  should  do  certain  things 
and  "John"  others  and  it  was  plain  that  the  names  had 
been  transposed  by  mistake,  the  court  would  read  the 
deed  as  though  the  change  had  been  made  saying : 

"It  is  a  great  mistake  if  it  is  supposed  that  even  a  Court  of  Law 
can  not  correct  a  mistake,  or  error,  on  the  face  of  an  instrument: 
there  is  no  magic  in  words.  If  you  find  a  clear  mistake,  and  it  ad- 
mits of  no  other  construction,  a  Court  of  Law,  as  well  as  a  Court  of 
Equity,  without  impugning  any  doctrine  about  correcting  those 
things  which  can  only  be  shown  by  parol  evidence  to  be  mistakes — 
without.  I  say,  going  into  those  cases  at  all,  both  Courts  of  Law 
and  of  Equity  may  correct  an  obvious  mistake  on  the  fnce  of  an 
instrument  without  the  slightest  difficulty.  I  will  give  your  Lord- 
ships an  instance  from  a  case  in  Douglas  (p.  384).  A  bond  was  execu- 
ted with  a  condition  that  the  bond  was  to  be  void  if  a  party  did  not 
pay  a  sum  of  money  at  a  given  day.  The  man  who  had  given  the 
bond  insisted  on  a  literal  performance,  just  as  the  appellant  does 
here,  who  says  it  is  'John'  and  not  'Mary,*  and  I  will  have  my 
bond,  and  nothing  but  my  bond.  So  this  man  said.  The  condition  is 
if  I  do  not  pay,  and  I  have  not  paid,  and  therefore  the  bond  Is  void. 
But  what  did  the  court  of  law  say?  That  it  was  an  obvious  error, 
and  therefore  that  the  'not'  was  to  be  rejected,  and  that  the  bond 
was  to  be  void  if  the  man  did  pay."* 

§214.     Mistake  of  One  Caused  hy  Other. 

If  the  other  party  has  caused  the  mistake  by  misrep- 
resentation,  designedly  and  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
the  contract,  the  contract  is  voidable  both  at  law  and  in 
equity.^  But  this  is  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  a  subject 
which  is  considered  in  another  place.^ 

§215.     Mistake  of  One  Knoion  to  Other. 

Mistake  by  one  party  as  to  the  nature  of  the  promise 
will,  if  known  to  the  other  party  before  the  agreement 

4 Wilson  V.  Wilson,  5  H.  L.  Gas.  89.  Phillips  v.  Hollister,  2  Cold.  267:  Beebe  v. 

iLawBon  Rights,    Rem.    &  Pr.,  §  2840;       Youngr,  14  Mich.  186. 

S  See  post,  9  228. 
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is  concluded,  render  the  contract  voidable^ — ^as  for  ex- 
ample where  A  leased  land  to  B  and  by  mistake  fixed  the 
rent  at  f  130  instead  of  f  230  and  B  knew  of  the  mis- 
take,* where  a  rate  sheet  of  a  railroad  gave  the  rate  for 
tickets  from  Atlanta,  Ga.,  to  Rogers,  Ark.,  at  f 21.75^ 
when  it  should  have  been  |36.70  and  the  defendant 
knowing  the  mistake  but  the  ticket  agent  being  ignor- 
ant of  it,  bought  a  large  number  at  the  lower  rate,* 
where  B  having  refused  an  offer  from  A  of  £2,000,  wrote 
him  a  letter  containing  an  offer  to  sell  for  £1,200, 
whereas  he  intended  to  write  £2,100,  which  A  must  have 
known,* 

In  Hume  v.  United  States,^  the  plaintiff  sued  the  gov- 
ernment for  the  price  of  shucks  furnished  it. 
The  plaintiff  had  submitted  bids  for  furnishing  various 
articles  on  blank  schedules  provided  by  the  govern- 
ment It  was  customary  to  buy  shucks  by  the  hundred- 
weighty  but  in  the  schedule  the  printed  word  "pounds" 
had  not  been  changed,  so  that  the  plaintifif  submitted 
a  bid  for  furnishing  shucks  at  sixty  cents  a  pounds 
which  was  accepted.  The  shucks  were  worth  less  than 
two  cents  a  pound.  The  court  held  that  the  plaintifif 
knew  or  ought  to  have  known  that  there  was  a  clerical 
error  in  the  contract,  and  that  the. government  agents 
could  not  have  intended  to  accept  a  bid  for  shucks  at 
thirty  times  their  real  value,  and  the  contract  was 
therefore  not  binding  on  the  government. 

But  the  fact  that  one  of  the  parties  knows  that  the 


iHarren  v. Foley ,88  Wis.684,23  N.W.Rcp. 
881:  Rider  v.  PowclU  78  N  Y.  310;  Griffin  v. 
O'Neill,   48  Kan.  117,  29  Pac.   Rep.   148; 
Dorsey  Printinfr  Co.  v.  Gainesville  Cotton 
Seed  Oil  Mill,  etc.,  Co.  61  S.  W.   Rep.  556; 
Bversoo  ▼.  International  Granite  Co.,  66 
Vt.  668,  27  Atl.   Rep.  320;  Moffatt  Co.  v 
Rochester,   178    U.    S.    373:  Griswold  v 
Hazard.  141  U.  S.  960;  Harris  v.  Pepperill 
L.  R.  6  Eq.  1;  Paget  ▼.  Marshall,  28  Ch 
DiT.  SS5. 


S  Garrard  v.  Frankel,  SO  Beav.  446. 

sShelton  v.  Ellis,  70  Ga..  297. 

*  Webster  v.  Cecil,  30  Beav.  62.  This  was 
described  in  a  later  case  as  snapping-  at  an 
offer  which  the  party  must  have  perfectly 
well  known  to  be  made  by  mistake.  Tam- 
Dlin  V.  James,  15  Ch.  Div.  215-  Singer 
V.  Grand  Rapids  Co.,  48  S.  E.  Rep.  757 
(Ga.). 

S132U.  S.406. 
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other  is  mistaken  as  to  the  value  or  quality  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter or  aB  to  his  expectations  or  motives*  doea 
not  affect  the  agreement,  for  a  seller  of  property  is  not 
obliged  to  disclose  matters  not  known  to  the  buyer  les- 
sening its  apparent  value  nor  is  the  buyer  obliged  to 
disclose  matters  enhancing  its  value  about  which  he 
alone  has  knowledga^  I'he  English  case  of  Smith  v. 
Hughes^  illustrates  the  distinction.  Here  the  plaintiff 
sold  defendant  a  quantity  of  oats,  defendant  thinking 
that  they  were  old  oats,  and  plaintiff  knowing  that  he 
thought  so  and  knowing  that  they  were  not,  but  saying 
nothing  about  their  quality.  It  was  held  that  the  sale 
was  binding.  The  court  said,  however,  that  if  defend- 
ant had  thought  they  were  old  oats  and  that  plaintiff 
was  selling  them  as  old  oats,  and  plaintiff  had  known 
that  defendant  in  making  his  offer  thought  he  was  be- 
ing promised  old  oats,  the  sale  would  have  been  void- 
abla  It  was  not  knowledge  of  the  mistake  as 
to  the  quality  of  the  oats,  but  knowledge  of  the  mis- 
take as  to  the  quality  promised,  which  would  affect  the 
agreement.  The  opinions  of  the  judges  are  very  in- 
structiva     Cockbubn^  C.  J.,  said: 

"We  must  assume  that  nothing  was  said  on  the  subject  of  the 
defendant's  manager  desiring  to  buy  old  oats,  nor  of  the  oats  having 
been  said  to  be  old;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  we  must  assume  that 
the  defendant's  manager  believed  the  oats  to  be  old  oats,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  conscious  of  the  existence  of  such  belief,  but  did 
nothing,  directly  or  Indirectly,  to  bring  it  about,  simply  offering  his 
oats  and  exhibiting  his  sample,  remaining  perfectly  passive  as  to 
what  was  passing  in  the  mind  of  the  other  party.  The  question  is 
whether,  under  such  circumstances,  the  passive  acquiescence  of  the 
seller  In  the  self-deception  of  the  buyer  will  entitle  the  latter  to 
avoid  the  contract.  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  will  not.  ...  I  take 
the  true  rule  to  be,  that  where  a  specific  article  is  offered  for  sale, 
without  express  warranty,  or  without  circumstances  from  which  the 

eSee  ante,  $  907.  bl.  R.  6  Q.  B.  597. 

7  See  post,  §  281. 
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■ 
law  will  imply  a  warranty — as  where,  for  instance,  an  article  is  or- 
dered for  a  specific  purpose — and  the  buyer  has  full  opportunity  of 
inspecting  and  forming  his  own  Judgment,  if  he  chooses  to  act  on 
his  own  Judgment,  the  rule  caveat  emptor  applies.  If  he  gets  the 
article  he  contracted  to  buy,  and  that  article  corresponds  with  what 
it  was  sold  as,  he  gets  all  he  is  entitled  to,  and  is  bound  by  the  con- 
tract Here  the  defendant  agreed  to  buy  a  specific  parcel  of  oats. 
The  oats  were  what  they  were  sold  as,  namely,  good  oats  according 
to  the  sample.  The  buyer  persuaded  himself  they  were  old  oats, 
when  they  were  not  so;  but  the  seller  neither  said  nor  did  anything 
to  contribute  to  his  deception.  He  has  himself  to  blame.  The  ques- 
tion is  not  what  a  man  of  scrupulous  morality  or  nice  honour  would 
do  under  such  circumstances.  The  case  put  of  the  purchase  of  an 
esta|e,  in  which  there  is  a  mine  under  the  surface,  but  the  fact  is 
unknown  to  the  seller,  is  one  in  which  a  man  of  tender  conscience 
or  high  honour  would  be  unwilling  to  take  advantage  of  the  igno- 
rance of  the  seller;  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  contract  for 
the  sale  of  the  estate  would  be  biiiding.  ...  It  only  remains  to 
deal  with  an  argument  which  was  pressed  upon  us,  that  the  defend- 
ant in  the  present  case  intended  to  buy  old  oats,  and  the  plaintiff 
to  sell  new,  so  the  two  minds  were  not  ad  idem;  and  that  conse- 
quently there  was  no  contract.  This  argument  proceeds  on  the 
fallacy  of  confounding  what  was  merely  a  motive  operating  on  the 
buyer  to  induce  him  to  buy  with  one  of  the  essential  conditions  of 
the  contract.  Both  parties  were  agreed  as  to  the  sale  and  purchase 
of  this  particular  parcel  of  oats.  The  defendant  believed  the  oats  to 
be  old,  and  was  Induced  to  agree  to  buy  them,  but  he  omitted  to 
make  their  age  a  condition  of  the  contract.  All  that  can  be  said 
is,  that  the  two  minds  were  not  ad  idem  as  to  the  age  of  the  oats; 
they  certainly  were  ad  idem  as  to  the  sale  and  purchase  of  them. 
Suppose  a  person  to  buy  a  horse  without  a  warranty,  believing  him 
to  be  sound,  and  the  horse  turns  out  unsound,  could  it  be  contended 
that  it  would  be  open  to  him  to  say  that,  as  he  had  intended  to  buy 
a  sound  horse,  and  the  seller  to  sell  an  unsound  horse,  the  contract 
was  void,  because  the  seller  must  have  known  from  the  price  the 
buyer  was  willing  to  give,  or  from  his  general  habits  as  a  buyer  of 
horses,  that  he  thought  the  horse  was  sound?  The  cases  are  exactly 
parallel." 

• 

Blackburn,  J.,  said : 

*'In  this  case  I  agree  that  on  the  sale  of  a  specific  article,  unless 
there  be  a  warranty  making  it  part  of  the  bargain  that  it  possesses 
some  particular  quality,  the  purchaser  must  take  the  article  he  has 
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bought  though  it  does  not  possess  that  quality.  And  I  agree  that 
even  if  the  vendor  was  aware  that  the  purchaser  thought  that  the 
article  possessed  that  quality,  and  would  not  have  entered  into  the 
contract  unless  he  had  so  thought,  still  the  purchaser  is  bound,  unless 
the  vendor  was  guilty  of  some  fraud  or  deceit  upon  him,  and  that 
a  mere  abstinence  from  disabusing  the  purchaser  of  that  impression 
is  not  fraud  or  deceit;  for  whatever  may  be  the  case  in  a  court  of 
morals,  there  is  no  legal  obligation  on  the  vendor  to  inform  the  pur- 
chaser th^t  he  is  under  a  mistake,  not  induced  by  the  act  of  the 
vendor.^* 

And  Hannen,  J.,  said : 

"It  is  essential  to  the  creation  of  a  contract  thilt  both  parties 
should  agree  to  the  same  thing  in  the  same  sense.  .  .  .  But  one 
of  the  parties  to  an  apparent  contract  may,  by  his  own  fault,  be  pre- 
cluded from  setting  up  that  he  had  entered  Into  it  in  a  different  sense 
to  that  in  which  it  was  understood  by  the  other  party.  Thus  In 
a  case  of  sale  by  sample  where  the  vendor,  by  mistake,  exhibited  a 
wrong  sample,  it  was  held  that  the  contract  was  not  avoided  by 
this  error  of  the  vendor.*  .  .  .  But  if  in  the  last-mentioned  case 
the  purchaser,  in  the  course  of  the  negotiations  preliminary  to  the 
contract,  had  discovered  that  the  vendor  was  under  a  misapprehen- 
sion as  to  the  sample  he  was  offering,  the  vendor  would  have  been 
entitled  to  show  that  he  had  not  Intended  to  enter  Into  the  contract 
by  which  the  purchaser  sought  to  bind  him.  The  rule  of  law  appli- 
cable to  such  a  case  is  a  corollary  from  the  rule  of  morality  which 
Mr.  Pollock  cited  from  Paley,  that  a  promise  is  to  be  performed  'in 
that  sense  in  which  the  promiser  apprehended  at  the  time  the  prom- 
isee received  it'  and  may  be  thus  expressed:  'The  promiser  is  not 
bound  to  fulfill  a  promise  in  a  sense  in  which  the  promisee  knew  at 
the  time  the  promiser  did  not  intend  it.'  And  in  considering  the 
question.  In  what  sense  a  promisee  is  entitled  to  enforce  a  promise, 
it  matters  not  in  what  way  the  knowledge  of  the  meaning  in  which 
the  promiser  made  It  Is  brought  to  the  mind  of  the  promisee,  whether 
by  express  words,  or  by  conduct,  or  previous  dealings,  or  other  cir- 
cumstances. If  by  any  means  he  knows  that  there  was  no  real 
agreement  between  him  and  the  promiser,  he  is  not  entitled  to  Insist 
that  the  promise  shall  be  fulfilled  in  a  sense  to  which  the  mind  of 
the  promiser  did  not  assent  ...  If,  in  the  present  case,  the 
plalntifC  knew  that  the  defendant  in  dealing  with  him  for  oats,  did 
so  on  the  assumption  that  the  plaintiff  was  contracting  to  sell  him 

•Citing  Scott  ▼.  Littledale.  8  B.  &  B.  815. 
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old  oats,  he  was  aware  that  the  defendant  apprehended  the  contract 
In  a  different  sense  to  that  in  which  he  meant  it,  and  he  is  thereby 
deprived  of  the  right  to  insist  that  the  defendant  shall  be  bound 
by  that  which  was  the  apparent,  and  not  the  real  bargain." 

§216.     Mistakes  of  Law. 

It  is  well  settled  that  mistake,  to  be  a  ground  of  avoid- 
ing an  agreement,  must  be  a  mistake  of  fact  and  not  a 
mistake  of  law.^  A  mistake  of  lavs^  is  where  a  person 
knows  the  facts  of  the  case,  but  is  ignorant  of  the  legal 
consequences.^  Mistake  as  to  particular  private  rights 
is  a  mistake  of  fact  or  at  least  a  mixed  mistake  of  law 
and  fact,  for  private  rights  of  property,  although  they 
are  the  result  of  rules  of  law,  or  depend  upon  rules  of 
law  applied  to  the  construction  of  legal  instruments, 
are  considered  matters  of  fact.  Hence  an  agreement 
by  A  to  buy  an  estate  from  B,  which  both  A  and  B  be- 
lieve to  belong  to  B,  but  which  does  not,  is  a  mistake 
of  fact.*^ 

"In  the  maxim  (ignorance  of  the  law  excuses  no  one)  the  word 
jua  is  used  in  the  sense  of  denoting  general  law,  the  ordinary  law 
of  the  country.  But  when  the  word  jus  is  used  in  the  sense  of  de- 
noting a  private  right,  that  maxim  has  no  application.  Private  right 
of  ownership  is  a  matter  of  fact;  it  may  be  the  result  also  of  matter 
of  law;  but  if  parties  contract  under  a  mutual  mistake,  and  misap- 
prehension as  to  their  relative  and  respective  rights,  the  result  is 
that  that  agreement  is  liable  to  be  set  aside  as  having  proceeded 
upon  a  common  mistake."* 

And  mistake  as  to  a  foreign  law  or  the  law  of  a 


1  Fisher  v.  May,  9  Bibb.  448,  5  Am.  Dec. 
686;  Storn  ▼  Barlcer,  6  Johns.  Ch.  166, 10 
Am.  Dec.  816;  Hunt  v.  Rousmanier,  8 
Wheat,  174, 1  Pet.  1;  U.  S.  Banic  ▼.  Daniel, 
18  Pet.  82;  Pitcher  v.  Hennessy,  48  N.  Y. 
416;  State  v.  Reigart,  1  Gill  1,  80  Am.  Dec. 
6S8;  Trigff  ▼.  Read,  6  Humph.  620,  42  Am. 
Dec.  447;  l^lerson  v.  Armstrong,  1  la.  282, 
63  Am.  Dec.  441;  McDaniels  v.  Bank,  20 
Vt.  280,  70  Am.  Dec.  406;  Burkhauser  v. 
Schmitt,  46  Wis.  816,  80  Am.  Rep.  740;  St. 
Louis  V.  Priest,  88  Mo.  612;  Norton  v. 
Highleyman,  88  Mo.  621;  Price  v.  Estell,  87 
Mo.  878:  Campbell  v.  Clark,  44  Mo.  (App.) 
240;  Alton  ▼.  Bank,  157  Mass.  841, 32  N.  B. 
Rep.  228;  Ximenes  v.  Wilson  Co.,  86  S.  W. 


Rep.  128  (Tex.);  Maledon  v.  Leflors.  62 
Ark.  887,  35  S.  W.  Rep.  1102;  Miller  v. 
Brooks,  \m  Mich.  174,  66  N.  W.  Rep,  1002; 
Couch  V.  Kansas  City.  127  Mo.  436.  80  S. 
W.  Rep.  117;  Eldridge  v.  Dexter,  88  Me. 
591,  83  Atl.  Rep.  974;  Harlan*  v.  Phosphate 
Co.,  «2S.  W.  Rep.  114  (Tenn.).  But  see 
People  ▼.  Colcr,  166  N.  Y.  1,  60  N.  E.  Rep. 
716. 

SMowatt  V.  Wright,  1  Wend.  855, 19  Am. 
Dec.  508. 

3 Bingham  v.  Bingham,  1  Ves.  Sr.  126. 

«Ha]sbury,  Ch.,  in  Cooper  v.  Phibbs,  L. 
R.  2H.  L.  140. 
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sister  State  is  a  mistake  of  fact  and  not  of 
law.*^  Where  two  parties  enter  into  a  contract  under 
a  mutual  mistake  of  law,  equity  will  relieve  if  one  can 
be  relieved  without  injustice  to  the  other,  esr 
pecially  if  the  party  to  be  benefited  by  the  mistake  in- 
vokes the  aid  of  equity  to  put  him  in  a  position  where 
he  may  profit  by  the  mistake.®  And  if  one  of  the  parties 
is  mistaken  as  to  the  law,  and  the  other  knowing  this 
contracts  with  him,  equity  will  relieve  upon  the  ground 
of  fraud.'' 

§217.  .  Remedy  of  Party  at  Lo/w  and  in  Equity. 

The  law  offers  two  remedies  to  a  person  who  has  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  void  on  the  ground  of  mistake. 
If  it  be  still  executory  he  may  repudiate  it  and  success- 
fully defend  an  action  brought  upon  it ;  or  if  he  has  paid 
money  under  the  contract,  he  may  recover  it  back  upon 
the  general  principle  that  "where  money  is  paid  to 
another  under  the  influence  of  a  mistake,  that  is,  upon 
the  supposition  that  a  specific  fact  is  true  which  would 
entitle  the  other  to  the  money,  but  which  fact  is  untrue, 
an  action  will  lie  to  recover  it  back."^  In  equity  he 
may  ask  to  have  the  agreement  set  aside  or  canceled  or 
reformed.* 

B. 

MISEEPRESENTATION. 

§218.     In  troductory. 

Misrepresentation  in  order  to  affect  a  contract,  must 
be  made  either  (a)  with  a  fraudulent  motive,  or   (b) 

sNorton  v.   Marden,  15  Me.  45, 82  Am.  496;  Haviland  v.  Willetts,  141  N.  Y.  85,   35 

Dec.  182:  Haven  v.  Foster,  9  Pick.  112,  19  N.  E.  Rep.  968:  see  post,  §  289. 

Am.  Dec.  358;  King  v.  Doolittle,  1   Head  iscc  ante,  §  64.     As  to  recovery  of  prop- 

77-  erty  see  Rodliff  v.  Dallin^er,  141   Mass.  1. 

•Frieebnecht  V.  Meyer,  39  N.  J.  (L.)  lOT;  jsee  ante,  $  213;  Hamilton  v.  McAlistcr, 

Suie  V.  Paup.  IS  Ark.  129,  56  Am.  Dec.  303.  27  S.  E.  Rep.  68  (S.  C);  Hudson  v.Waugh, 

7Eldridge  v.  Dexter,  88  Me.  191,  88  Atl.  25  S.  B.  Rep.  530  (Va.). 
Rep.  974;  Hickam  v.  Hickam,46  Mo.  (App.) 
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must  occur  in  the  case  of  certain  special  contracts,  or 
must  be  ( c )  a  term  or  integral  part  of  the  contract. 


•      «       • 

§219.    Fraudulent  Misrepresentation. 

Misrepresentation  made  with  a  fraudulent  motive  is 
fraud  and  will  be  treated  further  on.  The  distinction 
between  misrepresentation  and  fraud  is  that  the  for- 
mer is  an  innocent  misstatement  or  non-disclosure  of 
fact,  while  the  latter  consists  in  representations  knoum 
to  he  false,  or  made  in  reckless  ignora/nce  of  their  truth 
or  falsehood. 

§220.    Special  Contracts  Affected  hy  Misrepresentation. 

The  special  contracts  which  are  affected  in  their  for- 
mation by  misrepresentation  or  non-disclosure,  are  con- 
tracts uberrimae  fidei,  i.  e.,  those  in  which  one  of  the 
parties  must,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  rely  upon 
statements  made  by  the  other,  and  is  placed  at  a  disad- 
vantage as  regards  his  means  of  acquiring  knowledge 
•upon  the  subject.  Four  classes  of  cases  fall  under 
this  head,  viz.:  (1)  contracts  of  insurance;  (2) 
contracts  for  the  purchase  of  shares  in  corporations^ 
(3)  contracts  for  the  sale  of  land;  (4)  where  the  par- 
ties stand  towards  one  another  in  certain  fiduciary  rela- 
tions. 

§221.     Contracts  of  Insurance. 

(1)  In  the  contract  of  marine  insurance,  the  insured 
is  bound  to  give  to  the  underwriter  all  such  information 
as  would  be  likely  to  determine  his  judgment  in  accept- 
ing the  risk ;  and  misrepresentation  or  concealment  of 
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any  such  matter,  though  unaccompanied  by  fraudulent 
intention,  avoids  the  policy.^  Every  fact  is  material 
which,  if  communicated  to  the  underwriter,  would  have 
the  effect  to  influence  his  action  in  declining  or  accept- 
ing the  risk;  and  concealment,  though  only  the  effect 
of  accident,  negligence,  inadvertence  or  mistake,  will, 
if  material,  avoid  the  policy.^  In  the  contract  of  fire 
insurance  the  same  rule  exists  and  a  false  representa- 
tion of  a  material  fact,  however  innocently  made,  avoids 
the  policy.  But  as  the  universal  practice  now  is  to 
make  applications  for  insurance  by  way  of  answers  to 
specific  written  inquiries,  it  is  held,  under  such  an  ap- 
plication, that  innocent  failure  to  communicate,  or  in- 
nocent non-disclosure  of  facts  about  which  the  plaintiff 
was  not  asked,  will  not  have  the  effect  to  avoid  the  pol- 
icy of  insurance.^  So  in  life  insurance  an  untrue  allega- 
tion or  concealment  of  a  material  fact  "will  avoid  the 
policy,  though  such  allegation  or  concealment  be  the  re- 
sult of  accident,  negligence  or  design."* 

§222.     Contracts  for  Purchase  of  Stock  in 

Corporations. 


(2)  The  English  courts  require  that  persons  issuing 
a  prospectus  of  a  corporation  inviting  others  to  take 
shares  in  it  on  the  faith  of  the  representations  therein 


ilonidesv.  Pender,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  687; 
Blackburn  v.  Vigors,  17  Q.  B.  Div.  578. 

2  McLanahan  v.  Ins.  Co.,  1  Pet.  170;  Oli- 
ver V.  Greene,  8  Mass.  188,  3  Am.  Dec.  96; 
Fislce  V.  Ins.  Co.,  15  Pick.  810;  Burritt  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  6  Hill,  189, 40  Am.  Dec.  846;  Moses 
V.  Delaware  Ins.  Co.,  1  Wash.  C.  C.  887; 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Lyman,  15  Wall.  864;  Daniels  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  12  Gush.  416,  59  Am.  Dec.  192; 
Campbell  v.  Ins.  Co.,  98  Mass.  881 ;  Hartford 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Harmer,  2  Ohio  St.  452,  59  Am. 
Dec.  684-  Bobbitt  v.  Ins,  Co.,  66  N.  C.  70. 
9  Am.  Rep.  494;  North  Am.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Throop,  22  Mich.  146,  7  Am.  Rep.  688;  Ar. 
mour  V.  Trans. Atlantic  Ins.  Co.,  90  N.  Y, 
450;  Goddard  v.  Ins.  Co.,  108  Mass.  56. 
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3 Burritt  v.  Ins.  Co.,  5  Hill,  188.  40  Am. 
Dec.  345;  Washington  Mills  Maouf .  Co.  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  185  Mass.  506;  Commonwealth  ▼. 
Ins.  Co.,  112  Mass.  136;  Clark  v.  Ins.  Co.,  8 
How.  249;  Green  v.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Pick.  402; 
Browninff  v.  Ins.  Co.,  71  N.  Y.  648;  Den- 
nison  v.  Ins.  Co.,  20  Me.  126,  37  Am.  Dec. 
42;  Short  V.  Ins.  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  16. 

4 London  Ass.  Co.  v.  Mensel,  11  Ch.  Div. 
368;  Vog\e  v.  E&gle  Ins.  Co.,  6  Cush.  42; 
Campbell  v.  Ins.  Co.,  98  Mass.  891;  Goucher 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  20  Fed.  Rep.  696;  Hartwell  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  83  La.  Ann.  1858, 39  Am.  Rep.  294; 
Clemans  v.  Supreme  Assembly,  181  N.  Y. 
485;  McCoy  v.  Ins.  Co.,  133  Mass.  82:  New 
York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  117  U.  S. 
519. 
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contained,  shall  state  everything  with  strict  and  scrup- 
ulous accuracy,  and  not  only  abstain  from  stating  as  a 
fact  that  which  is  not  so,  but  omit  no  one  fact  within 
their  knowledge  the  existence  of  which  might  in  any  de- 
gree affect  the  nature,  extent,  or  quality  of  the  privi- 
leges and  advantages  which  the  prospectus  holds  out  as 
inducements  to  take  shares,^  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  one 
case  saying  that  mere  non-disclosure  can  never  amount 
to  fraud  unless  accompanied  with  such  substantial  rep- 
resentations as  give  a  false  air  to  facts,  but  that  "it 
might  be  ground  in  a  proper  proceeding  and  at  a  proper 
time  for  setting  aside  an  allotment  or  purchase  of 
shares.^^  Following  this,  Mr.  Anson®  includes  con- 
tracts for  the  purchase  of  shares  in  companies  as  one  of 
the  special  contracts  which  misrepresentation  will 
avoid.  But  it  is  not  believed  that  the  American  adju- 
dications require  in  such  contracts  any  greater  degree 
of  good  faith  than  is  exacted  of  parties  in  r^ard  to 
other  contracts;  nor  would  such  contracts  be  avoided 
unless  the  representations  were  made  with  the  fraudu- 
lent intention  of  inducing  other  persons  relying  on 
them  to  act* 

§223.     Contracts  for  Sale  of  Land. 

(3)  In  England  it  is  held  that  a  misdescription  of 
the  premises  sold  or  of  the  terms  to  which  they  are  sub- 
ject, though  made  without  any  fraudulent  intentioUj 
will  vitiate  the  contract.*  But  in  the  United  States  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  does 
not  require  any  greater  d^ree  of  good  faith  on  the  part 

»New  Brunswick,  etc.,  R.Co.  v.  Mugger.  *Poin.  Eq.  Jur..  §  881 .    See  Brewster  v. 

idRCj  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  881;  Venezuela  R.  C  Co.  Hatch,  122  N.  Y.  340. 

V.  Kiach,  L.  R.  2  H.  L.  113.  i  ^^son  Contr..  160;  Flight  v.  Booth,  1 

«  Peek  V.  Guroey,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  403.  Bing.  N.  C.  370;  Jones  v.  Kdney,  8  Camp. 

*  Contr.  151.  285. 
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of  the  vendor  than  is  required  on  the  sale  of  any  other 
class  of  property.  "The  nile  excusing  parties  from 
making  disclosures  in  sales  of  personalty  applies 
equally  in  sales  of  real  estate.'^* 

§224.     Contracts  between  Parties  in  Certain  Fiduciary 

Relations. 

(4)  The  utmost  good  faith  is  required  where  the  con- 
tracting parties  sustain  confidential  relations  to  each 
other.  Full  disclosure  of  material  facts  is  required  in 
contracts  between  agent  and  principal,  attorney  and 
client,  trustee  and  beneficiary,  and  the  like,  where  spec- 
ial confidence  is  reposed.^ 

§225.     Term  in  Contract. 

If  a  representation  is  a  term,  i.  e.,  an  int^ral  part  of 
a  contract,  it  becomes  a  promise.  If  it  is  false,  its  un- 
truth does  not  affect  the  formation  of  the  contract  but 
operates  to  give  a  discharge,  or  a  right  of  action,  or 
both,  to  the  party  injured  by  the  falsehood,  such  false- 
hood being  in  truth  the  breach  of  a  promise.  In  the 
leading  case  of  Behn  v.  Burness^  it  is  said : 

"Properly  speaking,  a  representation  Is  a  statement  or  assertion, 
made  by  one  party  to  the  other,  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  contract, 
of  some  matter  or  circumstance  relating  to  It  Though  It  Is  some- 
times contained  in  the  written  Instrument,  It  Is  not  an  Integral  part 
of  the  contract;  and,  consequently,  the  contract  Is  not  broken  though 
the  representation  proves  to  be  untrue;  nor  (with  the  exception  of 
the  case  of  policies  of  Insurance,  at  all  events  marine  policies,  which 
stand  on  a  peculiar  anomalous  footing)  is  such  untruth  any  cause  of 

«  Bisrclow    on  Fraud,    83;    Williams  v.  91  111.  288;  Brewster  v.  Hatch,  122  N.  Y. 

Spur,    24  Mich.  835;  Wilcox  v.  Iowa  Univ.,  842.  So  as  between  director  and  stockhold- 

32  la.  867;   Livingston  v.  Peru  Iron  Co.,  2  er  in  corporations.    Oliver  v.  Oliver,  46.S. 

Paige  872.  E.  Rep.  238  (Ga.). 

1  Brooks  V.  Martin,  2  Wall.  84;  Baker  v.  »  1  B.  &  S.  877»  8  Id.  761. 

Humphrey,  lOl  U.  S.  502;  Reed  v.  Peterson 
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action,  nor  h<ia  it  any  efficacy  whatever  unless  the  representation  was 
made  fraudulently,  either  by  reason  of  its  being  made  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  its  untruth,  or  by  reason  of  its  being  made  dishonestly,  uHth 
a  reckless  ignorance  whether  it  was  true  or  untrue.  .  .  .  Though 
representations  are  not  usually  contained  in  the  written  Instrument 
of  contract,  yet  they  sometimes  are.  But  it  is  plain  that  their  in- 
sertion therein  can  not  alter  their  nature.  A  question,  however,  may 
arise  whether  a  descriptive  statement  in  the  written  instrument  is 
a  mere  representation,  or  whether  it  is  a  substantive  part  of  the  con- 
tract. This  is  a  question  of  construction  which  the  court  and  not 
the  jury  must  determine.  If  the  court  should  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  such  a  statement  by  one  party  was  intended  to  be  a  substan- 
tive part  of  his  contract,  and  not  a  mere  representation,  the  often 
discussed  question  may,  of  course,  be  raised,  whether  this  part  of 
the  contract  is  a  condition  precedent,  or  only  an  independent  agree- 
ment, a  breach  of  which  will  not  Justify  a  repudiation  of  the  con- 
tract but  will  only  be  a  cause  of  action  for  a  compensation  in  dam- 


In  the  above  case  the  plaintiflF  had  made  an  agree- 
ment in  writing  that  his  ship  then  in  l;he  port  of  Am- 
sterdam should  proceed  to  a  certain  place  and  there 
load  a  cargo  to  carry  to  another  placa  At  that  date 
the  ship  unknown  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  the  port 
of  Amsterdam,  and  did  not  arrive  there  until  later.  It 
was  held  that  the  words  amounted  to  a  condition  or 
promise  giving  the  defendant  a  right  to  repudiate  the 
contract 

In  Bannerman  v.  White^^  B  offered  hops  for  sale  to 
W,  and  W  inquired  if  any  sulphur  had  been  used  on 
them,  and  B  said  no,  but  was  mistaken.  W  then  pur- 
chased the  hops  and  afterwards  repudiated  the  contract 
on  the  ground  that  sulphur  had  been  used  in  their 
treatment.  The  jury  found  that  the  statement  that  the 
sulphur  had  not  been  used  was  not  wilfully  false,  and 
that  the  affirmation  that  no  sulphur  had  been  used  was 
intended  by  the  parties  to  be  part  of  the  contract  of  sale 


*  As  to  which  see  post.  Chap.  XVI;  Wol-  «  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  880. 

cott  V. Mount.  88  N.  J.  (L.)  416,  80  Atl.  Rep. 
485. 


281 


^227 


THE  CONSENT. 


[part  I. 


and  a  warranty  by  the  plaintiff.  The  court  ruled  that 
the  statement  being  a  promise  its  breach  discharged  the 
defendant  from  liability  to  take  the  hops.  It  will  be 
observed  of  this  case  that  the  representation  was  made 
before  the  agreement  was  entered  into,  while  in  Behn  t?.. 
Burness  the  representation  was  contained  in  the  writ- 
ten agreement.* 

§226.     Remedies  at  Laic, 

An  innocent  misrepresentation  we  have  seen  does 
not  unless  in  the  cases  excepted  (^218)  give  a  person 
the  right  to  refuse  to  be  bound  by  the  agreement  nor 
does  it  give  a  right  of  action  for  damages  caused  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  untruth — for  a  test  of  fraud  as  opposed 
to  misrepresentation  is  that  the  former  does  and  the 
latter  does  not  give  rise  to  an  action  ex  delicto.^ 

§227.     Remedies  in  Equity. 

In  equity,  however,  innocent  misrepresentation  is  a 
good  ground  for  resisting  specific  performance.  In 
Lamare  v.  Dixon/  L  a  wine  merchant  wanting  to  lease 
cellars  for  his  goods  stated  to  D  that  he  must  have  dry 
cellars  and  D  assuring  him  that  his  were  dry,  L  signed 
an  agreement  for  a  lease  of  them  but  nothing  was  said 


*  "What  really  happened  was  that  Ban- 
nerman  made  a  statement  lo  White,  and 
then  the  two  made  a  contract  which  did 
not  include  this  statement,  thoug-h  but 
for  the  sutement  the  parties  would 
never  have  entered  on  a  discussion  of 
terms.  The  consent  of  the  buyer  was,  in 
fact,  obtained  by  a  misrepresentation  of  a 
material  fact,  and  was  therfore  unreal, 
but  the  common  law  courts  had  precluded 
themselves  from  grivinfr  any  effect  to  a  rep- 
resentation unless  it  was  a  term  in  tne 
contract,  and  so  in  order  to  do  justice  they 
were  compelled  to  drag^  into  the  contract 
terms  which  it  was  never  meant  to  contain/' 
Anson  Contr.  (8th  Bd.)  152. 
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1  Arlcwright  v.  Newbold,  17  Ch.  Div. 
aaO;  Cowley  v.  Smith,  46  N.  T.  L.  380; 
Wakeman  v.  Dudley.  51  N.  Y.  27:  Da  Lee 
V.  Blackman,  11  Kan.  190:  Tucker  v. 
White.  125  Mass.  884;  Taylor  v.  Leith,  28 
Ohio  St.  4S8.  In  a  few  states,  however,  an 
action  will  lie  for  damages  caused  by  inno- 
cent misrepresentation.  Holcomb  v.  Noble, 
69  Mich.  896:  Davis  v.  Nuzum,  72  Wis.  489. 
See  Florida  v.  Morrison,  44  Mo.  (App.)  529. 
And  in  one  or  two  damaires  may  be 
set  off  in  an  action  for  the  price.  Mulvey  v. 
King,  89  Ohio  St.  481;  Loper  v.  Robinson. 
54  Tex.  510.  See  Hitchcock  v.  Baugrhan,  44 
Mo.  (App.)  43. 

1  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  414. 
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in  the  lease  as  to  their  condition.  They  were  found  to 
be  jdamp  and  in  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  the 
lease  brought  by  D  against  L,  the  House  of  Lords  re- 
fused to  enforce  it,  saying : 

"I  quite  agree  that  this  representation  was  not  a  guarantee.  It 
was  not  introduced  into  the  agreement  on  the  tece  of  it,  and  the  re- 
sult of  that  is  that  in  all  probability  LAmare  could  not  sue  in  a  court 
of  law  for  a  breach  of  any  such  guarantee  or  undertaking;  and  very 
probably  he  could  not  maintain  a  suit  in  a  court  of  equity  to  cancel 
the  agreement  on  the  ground  of  misrepresentation.  At  the  same 
time  if  the  representation  was  made  and  If  that  representation  has 
not  been  and  cannot  be  fulfilled.  It  appears  to  me  upon  all  the  author- 
ities that  that  is  a  perfectly  good  defense  In  a  suit  for  specific  per- 
formance, If  it  is  proved  in  point  of  fact  that  the  representation  so 
made  has  not  been  fulfilled." 

And  an  innocent  representation  of  a  material  fact  is 
a  ground  in  equity  for  rescinding  or  canceling  the  con- 
tract* In  Redgrave  v,  Hurd,^  R  had  induced  H  to 
agree  to  buy  his  house  by  misstating  the  amount  of  the 
business  he  did  in  it  H  asked  to  have  the  contract  set 
aside  and  damages  given  him  for  the  deceit  The  Court 
of  Appeal  held  that  there  was  no  such  deceit,  or  state- 
ment false  to  R's  knowledge,  as  would  entitle  H  to  dam- 
ages; yet  the  contract  ivotUd  he  rescinded  because  H 
had  been  induced  to  enter  into  it  by  the  misrepresenta- 
tion of  R,  Jessel^  M.  R.,  saying : 

"As  regards  the  rescission  of  a  contract  there  was  no  doubt  a  dif- 
ference between  the  rules  of  courts  of  equity  and  the  rules  of  courts 
of  common  law.  .  .  .  According  to  the  decisions  of  courts  of 
equity  It  was  not  necessary  in  order  to  set  aside  a  contract  obtained 
by  material  false  representation  to  prove  that  the  party  who  obtained 
lt,^knew  at  the  time  that  the  representation  was  made,  that  it  was 
false." 

*  Tbomoson  v.  Lte,  31  Ala.  292;  Allen  v.  Ohio  St.  428;  Bower  v.  Penn,  90  Pa.  St.  959, 

Hart,  72  111.  104:  Trenzel  v.  Miller,  87  Ind.  35  Am.  Rep.  662;  Watson  v.  Bulor,  71  Tex. 

blO  Am.  Rep.  82;  Wilcox  v.  Iowa  Wesleran  739, 9  S.  W;  Rep.  867;  Smith  ▼.  Richards, 

niversity,  82  la.  367;  Spurr  v.   Benedict,  13  Pet.  26.  But  see  Southern  Development 

99  Mass.  468:  Converse  v.  Blumrick,14  Mich.  Co.  v.  Silva,  125  U.  S.  247. 

109.  99  Am.  Dec.  280;  Florida  v.  Morrison,  >  jq  Ch.  Div.  12;  NewblggiuR  v.  Adam, 

i*  T^°<i,^PR'  ?•'  ^P'^^T;^-  ^jy'*"'  *?.  ^-       31  Ch.  Div.  582. 
J.  L.  880,  oO  Am.  Rep.   482;  Hammond  v. 

Pennock,  61  N.  T.  145;  Taylor  v.  Leith,  26 
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§228.     Fraud  Defined. 

Fraud  is  a  false  representation  of  fact,  made  by  the 
party  who  is  charged  with  it,  with  a  knowledge  of  its 
falsehood,  or  in  reckless  disregard  whether  it  be  true 
or  false,  with  the  intention  that  it  shall  be  acted  upon 
by  the  complaining  party,  and  actually  inducing  him  to 
act  upon  it,  to  his  damage.  Prom  this  definition,  it  is 
necessary  in  order  to  constitate  fraad  that  the  follow- 
ing constituent  elements  shall  be  present,  viz. :  (a)  A 
false  representation,  (b)  A  representation  of  fact. 
(c)  A  representation  made  by  the  party  charged,  (d) 
Knowledge  of  its  falsehood  or  a  reckless  indifference  in 
the -matter,  (e)  An  intention  that  it  shall  be  acted 
upon  by  the  other  party,  (f)  A  reliance  upon  it  by  the 
other  party,     (g)  Damage  to  the  party  deceived. 

(a)  False  Representation. 

§229.     Bp  Act  or  By  Omission. 

A  false  representation  may  be  either  in  making  a 
statement  or  in  concealing  a  fact — for  the  failore  to 
communicate  facts  which  one  person  is  bound  to  com- 
municate to  another  is  a  representation  that  those  facts 
do  not  exist.^  The  question  then  arises  when  does  this 
duty  to  communicate  arise  and  when  is  concealment  as 
much  of  a  representation  as  a  positive  statement. 

§230.     Making  False  Statements. 

.  false  statement  made  by  one  party  to  an  agreement 
•eason  of  which  the  other  is  induced  to  enter  into  it 
fraud  entitling  him  to  avoid  the  contract.^ 

iwarl  T.  Wyoming  Rancb  Co..  Its  U.  iWalker  t.   Dnntop.  S  Havw.  {Tenn.V 

3:1,   9  An  Dec.  »7;  Ban  v.  derrick,  li 
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The  following  are  examples  of  representations  which 
have  beeA  held  to  establish  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
vendor  in  a  contract  of  sale — where  he  overstates  the 
amount  of  the  previous  sales  of  a  patented  article  which 
he  is  offering  to  sell  ;^  where  he  overstates  the  profits  of 
the  business  f  Tvhere  he  states  that  the  property  he  is 
^ling  is  free  from  incumbrances  ;*  where  he  states  that 
the  makers  of  a  note  are  ^^wealthy  and  responsible 
men  ;"*  where  he  states  that  a  farm  yielded  a  certain 
quantity  of  hay;®  where  he  sells  property  when  it  does 
not  really  exist  f  where  he  states  that  railroad  bonds 
are  secured  by  first  mortgage.®  Examples  of  false 
statements  by  the  buyer  of  property  are  found  in  state- 
ments of  his  credit  and  financial  standing,®  of  his  iden- 
tity and  business  connections,^®  or  his  presentation  of 
forged  recommendations  to  others,"  and  the  transfer  In 
payment  of  the  price  of  worthless  securities,"  counter- 
feit money,^^  stolen  goods,"  or  of  checks  which  will  not 
be  honored  on  account  of  want  of  funds.** 

§231.    No  OenercU  Duty  to  Disclose  Facts. ' 

There  is  ordinarily  no  general  duty  on  one  to  disclose 
to  another  facts  with  reference  to  the  agreement  they 


Me.  262, 28  Am.  Dec.  176:  Campbell  v.  Hill- 
man,  15  B.  Mon.  608«  61  Am.  Dec.  195; 
Pryor  v.  Foster,  180  N.  Y.  171,  29  N.  K. 
Rep.  126;  Fox  v.  Tarbel,  66  Cona.  397,  34 
Atl.  Rep.  101. 

tCrossland  v.  Hall,  88  N.  J.  (Eq.)  Ill: 
Miller  v.  Barber,  66  N.  Y.  558;  Somers  v. 
Richards,  46  Vt.  170. 

sTaylor  v.  Saurman,  110  Pa.  St.  8. 

4  Ward  V.  Weman,  17  Wead.  193:  Haight 
V.  Hoyt.  19  N.  Y.  464;  Mason  v.  Bovet,  1 
Denio,  69. 

s  Alexander  v.  Dennis,  9  Port.  174. 

«Coon  V.  Atwell,  46  N.  H.  610;  Martin  v. 
Jordan,  00  Me.  681. 

7  Wordell  V.  Fosdick,  18  Johns.  826. 

0  Clark  V.  Edifar,  84  Mo.  |06. 

•  Lucky  V.  Roberts,  25  Conn.  486;  Gary  v. 
Hotailinir,  1  Hill,  811;  Eaton  v.  Avery,  89 
N.  Y.  81;  Devoe  v.  Brandt,  63  N.  Y.  462; 
Gregory  v.  Scboenell,  66  Ind.,  101;  Lyon  v. 
Briggs,  14  R.  J.  222;  Genesee  Co.  Sav.  Bk. 
V.  Mich.  Barge  Co.,  52  Mich.  164;  Cochran 


V.  Stewart,  21  Minn.  485;  Kirkendall  v. 
Hartsock,  66  Mo.  (App.)  234;  Bugg  v.  Shoe 
Co.,  64  Ark.  12.40  S.  W.  Rep.  fti;  Bell  v. 
Hauffman,  B  Colo.  App.  259,  47  Pac.  Rep. 
1036. 

10 Barker  v.  Dinsmore,  72  Pa.  St.  427; 
McCrillis  v.  Allen,  67  Vt.  B05;  Aborn  v. 
Merchants'  Despatch  Co.,  186  Mass.  288; 
Radliffe  v.  Dal  linger,  141  Mass  1;  Alex- 
ander  v.  Swackhamer,  106  Ind.  81;  Hard- 
man  V.  Booth,  82  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Ex.  106. 

>  1  Mowrey  v.  Walsh,  8  Cow.  288. 

iSManning  v.  Albee,  11  Allen,  630. 

'sArnett  v.  Cloudas,  4  Dana.  300;  Green 
V.  Humphrey,  00  Pa.  St.  212;  Cochran  v. 
Stewart,  21  Minn.  485;  Harner  y.  Fisher, 
58  Pa.  St.  453,  Williams  v.  Given,  6  Gratt. 
268. 

1  «Titcomb  v. Wood,  38  Me.  668:  Arendale 
V.  Morgan,  5  Sand.  708;  Lee  ▼.  Portwood, 
41  Miss.  109. 

IS  Hawse  v.  Crowe,  Ryan  &  M.  414; 
Hodgson  V.  Barrett,  88  Ohio  St.  63:  Bristol 
V.  Witsmore,  1  B.  &  C.  514. 
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are  entering  into.^  Buyer  and  seller  for  exajnple  are 
not  bound  to  tell  each  other  all  they  know  of  the  thing 
which  is  being  sold*  even  though  one  knows  that  if  the 
other  knew  what  he  knew  he  would  not  enter  into  the 
bargain.  The  silence  of  a  seller  when  the  buyer  is  exag- 
gerating the  value  or  quality  of  the  goods  is  not  a  mis- 
representation nor  is  the  seller  obliged  to  point  out  de« 
fects  in  them,  or  tell  him  that  they  are  of  a  poorer  qual- 
ity than  he  thinks  they  are.  The  maxim  of  the  law  is 
caveat  emptor.^ 

*'The  seller  may  know  of  defects  in  his  goods;  and  yet  if  he  makes 
no  false  representations,  employs  no  artifice  to  conceal  them,  is 
guilty  of  no  positive  deceit,  and  leaves  the  buyer  to  exercise  his  own 
Judgment,  skill,  and  experience  upon  the«  qualities  of  the  subject  of 
sale,  whatever  ought  to  be  the  effect  upon  the  transaction,  on  moral 
grounds,  of  such  silence,  he  Is  not,  according  to  the  cases,  guilty  of 
legal  active  fraud."* 

A  buyer  of  chattels  is  not  obliged  to  disclose  facts 
within  his  knowledge,  which  would  materially  aflfect 
the  negotiation,  as  for  example  facts  which  would  en- 
hance their  value*^  or  facts  which  relate  to  his  own  abil- 
ity to  pay  for  them.® 


iPeck  V.  Gurnev,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  Cas.  ^77; 
Juzan  V.  Toulmin,  0  Ala.  609,  44  Am.  Dec. 
448:  Kohl  v.  Lindley.  89  111.  105,  89  Am. 
Dec.  894;  Graff enstein  v.  Bppstein,  ^  Kan. 
444,  88  Am.  Rep.  171:  Mills  v.  Lee,  A  T.  B. 
Mod.  91,  17  Am.  Dec.  118:  Graham  v. 
Meyer,  99  N.  Y.  611,  1  N.  B.  Rep.  146. 

S  West  V.  Anderson.  9  Conn.  107,  21  Am. 
Dec.  787:  Schneider  v.  Heath,  8  Camp.  606; 
Baglehole  v.  Walters,  8  Camp.  164;  Whit- 
ney V.  Boardman,  118  Mass.  247;  Gossler  v. 
Baffle  Sugar  Ref.  Co.,  108  Mass.  831:  Oliver 
V.  Oliver,  46  S.  B.  Rep.  238  (Ga.). 

3  Ante.  §68;  Smith  v.  Hughes,  L.  R.  6 
Q.  B.  607;  Hart  v,  Hoicombe.  88  N.  H.  186; 
Teasey  v.  Dalton.  8  Allen  880;  Port  v.  Wil- 
liams, 6  Ind.  219;  Brown  v.  Leach,  107 
Mass.  864;  Stephens  v.  Orman,  10  Fla.  9; 
Lew  V.  Grant,  87  Wis.  548;  Dickinson  v. 
Lee,  102  Mass.  659:  Horner  v.  Perkins,  184 
Mass.  81;  Williams  v.  Spurr,  84  Mich.  885. 

♦Beninger  v.  Corwin,  84  N.  J.  (L.)  266. 

sLaidlaw  v.  Organ,  2  Wheat.  178;  Smith 
V.  Beatty,  8  Ired.  (Bq.)  456;  Coddington  v. 
Goddard.  82  Mass.  463;  Butler's  Appeal,  26 
Pa.  St.  68;  Kintzmg  v.  McBlrath,  6  Pa.  St. 
467;  Harns  v.  Tyson,  24  Pa.  St.  847;  Mat- 
thews v.  Bliss,  22  Pick.  48. 
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•  Where  a  man  buys  goods  he  either  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  promises  to  pay  for 
them.  And  a  promise  to  pay  for  goods  by 
a  party  whose  object  is  to  obtain  them  from 
the  owner  with  his  consent  through  the- 
form  of  purchase,  when  the  party  knows 
that  he  is  insolvent  and  intends  never  to- 
pay  for  them,  is  fraudulent.  Donaldson  v. 
Farwell,  98  U.  S.  631;  Stewart  v.  Bmerson, 
62  N.  H.  .%1;  Jordan  v.  Osirood,  109  Mass. 
457;  Wright  v.  Brown,  67  N.  Y.  1:  Allen  v. 
Hartfield.76Hl.  868:  Avers  v.  French,  4t 
Conn.  148;  Shipman  v.  Seymour,  40  Mich. 
274:  Carnahan  v.  Bailey,  28  Fed.  Rep.  679; 
Talcott  V.  Henderson,  31  Ohio  St.  16«:  Os« 
wego  Starch  Co.  v.  Lendrum,  67  Iowa  673, 
48  Am.  Rep.  58;  People  v.  Healey,  188  111. 
9;  Bugg  v.  Shoe  Co..  64  Ark.  12,  40  S.  W. 
Rep.  184:  Reager  v.  Kendall,  19  Ky.  L.  R. 
27.  89  S.  W.  Rep.  267.  But  this  intention 
must  be  absolute.  It  is  not  fraudulent  if 
.the  intention  was  only  not  to  pay  for  them 
at  the  time  agreed  upon,  but  the  party  hon- 
estly intended  to  pay  for  them  at  some 
other  time.  Biedault  v.  Wales,  80  Mo.  646r 
Buckley  v.  Aitcher,  81  Barb.  686.  And 
such  fraudulent  intention  must  exist  prior 
to  the  sale.  A  86bsequent  change  of  mind 
does  not  avoid  the  sale.  Burrill  v.  Stevens,. 
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So  a  purchaser  of  real  property  is  not  obliged  to  dis- 
close a  fact  which,  unknown  to  the  seller,  increases  its 
value,''  as  for  instance  that  there  was,  unknown  to  the 
owner,  a  mine  under  the  land  sold.®  So  one  making  a 
bid  for  a  public  work  was  held  to  be  under  no  obligation 
to  disclose  to  the  city  information  as  to  the  cost,  which 
he  knew  it  did  not  have.® 

§232.     Fiduciary  Relations. 

There  is  a  duty  to  disclose  when  there  is  a  fiduciary 
relation  between  the  parties^ 

On  the  ground  of  the  fiduciary  relation  of  persons  en- 
tering into  an  agreement  to  marry,  a  promise  to  marry 
is  voidable  on  the  part  of  the  man  where  he  afterwards 
discovers  that  the  woman  was  loose  and  immoral  in  her 
character,^  or  that  she  concealed  from  him  the  fact  that 
she  had  previously  had  a  bastard  child,'  and  on  the 
part  of  the  woman  where  the  man  had  concealed  the 
fact  that  he  was  a  professional  thief.* 


78  Me.  895:  Parker  v.  Byrnea,  1  How.  637. 
The  reason  for  the  rule  as  first  i^iven  is 
that  the  promise  to  pay  implies  a  repre- 
sentation by  the  party  that  he  has  confi. 
dence  in  his  ability  to  pay  and  really  in- 
tends to  pay,- and  the  concealment  of  his 
insolvency  with  an  intention  not  to  pay- 
rende*^  the  promise  a  fraudulent  misrepre- 
sentation. On  the  other  hand  omission  of 
a  purchaser  to  disclose  his  insolvency,  un. 
accompanied  with  an  intention  not  to  pay, 
does  not  make  the  promise  to  pay  fraudu- 
lent, for  it  is  often  the  case  tnat  the  pur- 
chaser  relies,  for  his  ability  to  pay,  upon 
his  credit  alone,  and  is  not  "disappointed. 
Morrill  v.  Blackman,  42  Conn.  884:  Nichols 
V.  Pinner,  18  N.  Y.  896-  Morris  v.  Talcott, 
M  N.  V.  100:  Talcott  v.  Henderson,  81  Ohio 
St.  108;  Illinois  Leather  Co.  v.  Flynn,  108 
Mich.  01,  flB  N.  W.  Rep.  5SB0.  And  while  a 
man  is  really  strugglinfi^  ag^ainst  adversity, 
with  an  honest  intent  to  retrieve  his  for- 
tunes, he  may  make  a  valid  purchase  on 
credit,  althoufi^h  he  does  not  disclose  the 
extent  of  his  embarrassments,  for  in  such  a 
case  there  is  wantinip  the  fraudulent  desiffn 
never  to  pay.  Henshaw  v.  Bryant,  4  Scam. 
97;  Patton  v.  Campbell,  70  III.  72. 


'Fox  v.Mackreth,  post;  Harris  v.  Tjrson,. 
84  Pa.  St.  847.  64  Am.  Dec.  061;  Laidlaw  v. 
Orfiran,  2  Wheat.  178;  Mactier  v.  Frith,  6 
Wend.  108,  81  Am.  Dec.  368;  Neill  v.  Sham- 
bur^r.  168  Pa.  St.  967,  87  Atl.  Rep.  998. 

8  Fox  V.  Mackreth,  8  Brown  Ch.  480; 
Smith  V.  Beatty.  S  Ired.  (Bq.)  466,  40  Am. 
Dec.  486. 

BMcMuller  v.  Hoflfman,  75  Fed.  Rep.  647. 

iSee  ante,  f  824;  post,  §  264;  Akers  v. 
Martin.  61  S.  W,  Rep.  466  (Ky.)-  McPher- 
son  V.  Watt,  3  App.  Cas.  854;  Bagnall  v. 
Carlton,  6  Ch.  D.  871.  As  to  the  effect  of 
concealment  of  the  value  of  articles  intrust- 
ed to  a  common  carrier,  see  Laws.  Bail.,  § 
188. 

'Butler  V.  Eischelman,  18  111.  44;  Palmer 
V.  Andrews,  7  Wend.  148;  Berry  v.  Bake- 
man,  44  Me.  164;  Bell  v.  Baton,  88  Ind.  468, 
98  Am.  Dec.  389;  Foster  v.  Hanshett,  8fr 
Atl.  Rep.  816  (Vt.).  But  aliter  where  be 
knew  of  her  lewd  character  when  he  made 
the  promise.  Kelly  v.  Highfield,  15  Ore. 
877. 

3 Bell  V.  Eaton,  88  Ind.  468,  98  Am.  Dec. 
389. 

«Keye8  v.  Keyea,  26  N.  Y.  (Supp.)  910. 
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§233.     One  Party  Relying  on  Other, 

Not  only  where  the  parties  stand  in  fiduciary  rela- 
tions to  each  other  but  likewise  when  one  of  them 
knows  that  the  other  is  relying  upon  him  to  tell  him  all 
the  facts  material  to  the  bargain^  the  latter  is  under  a 
duty  to  disclose  to  him  such  facts  and  the  failure  to  do 
so  has  the  same  effect  as  an  actual  representation.^  Thus 
it  is  held  in  a  number  of  cases  that  where  a  landlord 
lets  premises,  having  upon  them  a  nuisance  prejudicial 
to  life  or  health,  it  is  his  duty  to  inform  the  tenant  of 
the  existence  of  the  nuisance^  and  that  if  an  employer 
knows,  when  he  accepts  a  bond  given  to  secure  the  faith- 
ful performance  of  the  duties  of  an  agent,  that  the 
agent  is  a  defaulter,  he  must  not  conceal  the  fact  from 
the  sureties.* 

A  number  of  American  decisions  extend  this  principle 
to  all  cases  where  the  seller  knows  of  a  material  latent 
defect  or  one  which  an  ordinary  person  by  examination 
would  not  be  likely  or  able  to  discover*  as  for  example 
when  to  the  knowledge  of  the  vendor,  poison  has  been 
spilled  upon  hay,**  or  animals  are  diseased  to 
his  knowledge,®  or  animals  purchased  for  breed- 
ing purposes  are  known    by    him    to    be    impotent.^ 


I 


1  Juran  v.  Toulmin,  9  Ala.  662,  44  Am. 
Dec.  448;  Mitchell  v.  McDouffall,  62  111.  49B; 
Beard  v.  Campbell,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  136, 12 
Am.  Dec.  W2;  McAdams  v.  Gates,  24  Mo. 
1328;  Manter  v.  Truesdale,  67  Mo.  App.  435; 
Dameron  v.Jami8on,4  Mo.App.  299;  George 
V.  Johnson,  6  Humph.  36,  44  Am.  Dec. 
288:  Rison  v.  Newberry,  90  Va.  618, 18  S.  E. 
Rep.  916;  Phillips  v.  Foxall,  L.  R,  7  Q.  B. 
666:  Turner  v.  Harvey,  Jacob  169;  Brown 
V.  Montgromery,  20  N.  Y.  287,  75  Am.  Dec, 
404. 

»  Caesar  v.  Karutr,  60  N.  V.  229;  Minor 
V.  Sharon,  112  Mass.  477;  Lucas  v.  Caulter, 
104  Ind.  81;  Fisher  v.  Lighthall.  4  Mackey 
<D.  C.)  82,  54  Am.  Rep.  258;  Maywood  v. 
Logan,  78  Mich.  135, 18  Am.  St.  Rep.  481; 
Meeks  y.  Bowerman,  1  Daly  100;  contra, 
in  England,  Keaies  v.  Lord  Codagan,  10 
C.  B.  501. 
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»  Guardian  Ins. Co.  v.  Thompson,  QB  Cal. 
206. 

*  McAdams  v.  Cates,  24  Mo.  228;  Hanson 
V.  Edgerly,  29  N.  H.  848;  Brown  v.  Mont- 
gomery. 20  N.  Y.  287,  75  Am.Dec.  404:  Had- 
ley  V.  Clinton  Co.,  18  Ohio  St.  502,  82  Am. 
Dec.  454;  Cecil  v.  Spurger,  82  Mo.  468,  82 
Am.  Dec  140;  Brown  v.  Montgomery,  90 
N.  Y.  287;  Sibley  v.  Hulbcrt,  16  Gray  509; 
Manter  v.  Truesdale,  57  Mo.  (App.)  486; 
Joplin  Water  Co.  v.  Bothe,  41  Mo.  (App.) 
281;  Loewer  v.  Harris,  57  Fed.  Rep.    808. 

s  French  v.  Vining,  102  Mass.  185. 

>  Gregsby  y.  Stapleton,  94  Mo.  428: 
contra,  in  England,  Hill  v.  Balls,  2  H.  & 
N.  299;    Ward  v.  Hobbs,  8  Q.  B.   Div.  150. 

7  Maynard  v.  Maynard,  49  Vt.  297. 
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These  eases  are  sustainable  on  the  ground  that  when  the 
means  of  information  are  not  equally  accessible  to 
both  parties,  the  one  having  them  must  be  presumed  to 
know  that  the  other  is  relying  upon  him  to  make  no  con- 
cealment of  what  he  cannot  discover,  and  is  well  ex- 
pressed in  a  recent  case  where  an  agreement  was  en- 
tered into  between  the  master  of  a  tug  and  the  master  of 
a  disabled  steamship,  the  former  suppressing  the  fact 
that  the  owners  of  the  steamship  had  already  employed 
another  tug  to  tow  it  to  port.  In  setting  aside  the 
agreement,  the  court  says: 

"The  case  of  information  possessed  by  one  party  and  absolutely 
unobtainable  by  the  other,  though  of  rarer  occurrence,  is  one  in 
which  the  enforcement  of  the'  rule  of  good  faith  is  fully  as  imper- 
ative  It  is  perhaps  not  properly  an  exception  to  the 

doctrine  of  caveat  emptor,  but  rather  a  case  outside  of  its  terms. 
The  purchaser  can  not  look  out  for  what  he  can  not  have  knowledge 
of.  .  .  .  Under  this  exception,  more  logically  than  under  that  of 
special  confidence,  where  it  is  generally  placed  in  the  text-books, 
comes  the  obligation  of  one  who  has  manufactured  goods  to  reveal 
to  a  purchaser  any  latent  defect  in  them  known  to  himself,  and  the 
similar  obligation  of  a  vendor  of  real  estate  to  inform  a  vendee  of 
all  incumbrances  placed  by  himself  upon  the  land.  Where  one  party 
to  a  contract  has  information  inaccessible  to  the  other,  neither  of 
the  reasons  assigned  for  the  principle  of  caveat  emptor  applies.  The 
contract  is  not  one  which  should  be  sustained  to  encourage  mercan- 
tile competition  and  diligence;  for,  where  knowledge  can  not  be  ob- 
tained,  competition  is  impossible  and  diligence  useless,  there  can  be 
no  vigilance  to  be  rewarded  or  sloth  to  be  discouraged."* 

§234.    Active  Concealment— Misleading  Statements 

The  active  concealment  of  a  fact  has  the  same  effect 
as  false  representation.*     By  an  active  concealment  is 

•  The  Clandeboye,  70  Fed.  Rep.  636;  and  v.  Schultinff,  75  N.  V.  08:  Smith  y.  Coun- 

see  Witherwax  v.  Riddle,  181  111.  140,  18  iryman,  3»  N.  Y.  656;  Howard  v.  Gould, 

N.  B.  Rep.  545.  28  Vt.  528;  Hadley  v.  Clinton  Co.,  18  Ohio 

1  Turner  v.  Harvey,  Jacob  178;  Boawell  St  6W;  Beard  v.  ^«P{>«M  A.  «•  M^^. 

V.  Coaks,  27  Ch.  Div.  424,  U  App.   Gas.  }«^;  l^Ara.  Dec.  »©;  Hanks  v.  McKee,   2 

888;  Gilbert  ▼.  Bndean,  9  Ch.  DiV.    859:  Liit.  227, 18  Am.  Dec.  265. 
Prescott  ▼. Wrifirlit,  4  Gray  481 ;  Dambmann 
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meant  a  representation  true  as  far  as  it  goes^  but  ac- 
companied with  such  a  suppression  of  facts  as  makes  it 
convey  a  misleading  impression,  for  in  this  case  the 
non-disclosure  has  the  eflfect  of  impliedly  representing 
that  the  fact  concealed  does  not  exist,  or  of  rendering 
the  facts  disclosed  absolutely  false.^ 

• 

"Supposing  you  state  a  thing  partiaUy,  you  may  make  as  false 
a  statement  as  much  as  If  you  misstated  It  altogether.  Every  word 
may  be  true,  but  If  you  leave  out  something  which  qualifies  It,  you 
may  make  a  false  statement  For  Instance,  If  pretending  to  set 
out  the  report  of  a  surveyor,  you  set  out  two  passages  In  his  report, 
and  leave  out  a  third  passage  which  qualifies  them,  that  Is  an  actual 
misstatement."' 

Thus  where  a  woman  told  a  man  that  she  had  ob- 
tained a  divorce  from  her  farmer  husband  but  failed 
to  say  that  he  had  also,  on  his  cross-bill  obtained 
a  divorce  from  her,  it  was  held  that  there  was 
such  a  fraud  as  would  justify  him  in  refusing  to  carry 
out  his  agreement  to  marry  her.*  The  same  con- 
clusion was  reached  where  a  purchaser  of  goods  on 
credit,  on  being  questioned  as  to  his  financial  condi- 
tion, stated  his  assets  correctly,  but  did  not  disclose  all 
his  liabilities^  and  where  the  promoter  of  a  corporation 
represented,  as  an  inducement  to  a  subscription  to  the 
capital  stock,  that  a  certain  person  of  reputation  for 
business  sagacity  had  agreed  to  subscribe  for  a  large 
amount  of  the  stock,  without  disclosing  the  fact  that 
the  stock  had  been  given  such  person  as  a  gratuity  for 
the  use  of  his  name.® 

«  Peek  V.  Gurney,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  877;  Paffc  «  Van  Houten  v.  Morse,  162  Mass.  414, 

V.  Parker.  48  N.  H.  8«3,  80  Am.   Dec.  172;       38  N.  E.  Rep.  706. 

^"^  s',^wf?S''vVvnml^t"r?;*'  t^^T'Q^S*  '  Newell  v.  Randall,  32  Minn.  171, 19  N. 

fV<^«u^   Ml^^2ril^Q?*iS^«^A^'        W.  Rep.   »T2,6  Am.   kep.    B62;  Ch  Ids  v, 

S~^  %J'  ^"^^  ^  ^T^K-  ?^'   25  i^°}-        Merrilf,  68  Vt.  468.  28  AU  Rep.  696. 

Rep.  6M;   Lomerson  v.  Johnston,  47  N.  J.  «  ^  ,  „  .     «,  ,     ^^^    .«  »t    ,,, 

(Eq.)  312,  ao  All.  Rep.  676.  p     ^?J2I  ^'  ^^^^^V'  ^^  ^^  ^'  ^  N.  W. 

«17  James,  L.  J.,  in  ArkwriRht  v.Newbold,  P*   ^®" 

Ch.  Div.  818.  ^ 
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§235.     Same — Covering  up. 

In  like  manner  where  one  of  the  parties  draws  the 
other's  attention  from  the  fact  or  covers  it  from  Yie^y 
the  silence  becomes  equivalent  to  a  representation.^ 
Thus  where  a  person  in  order  to  sell  a  log  of  mahc^any 
turned  it  over  so  as  to  conceal  a  hole  in  the  under  side 
this  was  held  a  fraud  on  the  buyer^  and  where  a  person 
sold  a  vessel  with  all  faults,  and,  before  the  sale,  had 
taken  her  from  the  ways  on  which  she  lay  and  placed 
her  afloat  in  a  dock  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  an  ex- 
amination of  the  bottom,  which  he  knew  to  be  unsound, 
it  was  held  that  the  buver  was  entitled  to  avoid  the 
sale.^ 

(b)  Representation  of  Fact. 
§236.     Matters  of  Opinion. 

The  representation  must  be  of  a  matter  of  fact,  for  a 
mere  expression  of  opinion,  which  turns  out  to  be  un- 
founded, will  not  invalidate  a  contract^  An  illustra- 
tion of  the^difiference  between  opinion  and  representa- 
tion is  found  in  the  difference  between  the  vendor  of 
property  saying  that  it  is  worth  so  much,  and  his  saying 
that  he  gave  so  much  for  it.  The  first  is  an  opinion 
which  the  buyer  mav  adopt  if  he  will,^  the  second  is  an 


>  Bagebole  v.  Walters,  3  Camp.  164; 
Maynard  v.  Maynard,  40  Vt.  297;  Beninger 
v.Corwin,  24  N.  J.(L.)  268;  Croylc  v.Moacs, 
90  Pa.  St.  250,  Sfi  Am.  Rep.  654;  Smith 
V.  Countryman,  30  N.  T.  666;  Roseman  v. 
Conovan,  43  Cal.  118;  Jackson  v.  Collins,  89 
Mich.  557;  Savage  v.  Stevens.  186  Mass. 
207;  Smith  v.  Click,  4  Humph.  186. 

«  Udell  v.  Atherton,  7  H.  &  N.  172,  80  L. 
J.  Ex.  387. 

*  Schneider  ▼.  Heath,  3  Camp.  506. 

»  Nauman  v.  Oberly.  00  Mo.  666,  8  S.  W. 
Rep.  880;  Moore  v.  Scott,  47  Neb.  346,  69  N. 
W.  Rep.  441 ;  Sheldon  v.  Dandson,  85  Wis. 


138;  Bryant  v.  Ocean  Ins.  Co.,  28  Pick.  200; 
Coil  V.  Pittsburgh  Female  College,  40  Pa. 
St.  489;  English  v.  Grinstead,  IS  Wash.  070, 
42  Pac.  Rep.  121. 

2  Nowlan  v.  Cain,  8  Allen,  268;   Noetiing 
V.  Wright,  72  111.,  390;  Gordon  v.   Butler. 

105  U.  S.  553;  Cagney  v.  Cuson,  77  Ind.  494; 
Ellis  v.  Andrews,  56  N.  Y.  83.  15  Am.  Rep. 
379;  Miller  v.  Young,  86  111.  354;  Hemmer  v. 
Cooper,  8  Allen,  334:   Cooper  v.   Lovering, 

106  Mass.  79:  Holbrook  v.  Connor,  60  Me. 
578, 11  Am.  Rep.  212;  Anderson  v.  McPike. 
86  Mo.  294;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunt.  76 
Mo.  440;  Graffenstein  v.  Epstein,  23  Kan. 
443. 
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assertion  of  fact  which,  if  false  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
seller,  is  fraudulent.*  Thus  to  say  that  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  sale  was  "good  oil  land"*  or  that  a  pat- 
ent was  a  valuable  or  useful  improvement,*  or  that 
certain  land  was  suitable  for  building  purposes,*  is  not 
fraudulent ;  while  to  say  that  a  business  is  profitable,^ 
or  that  an  old  stock  of  goods  was  "fresh  and  new,"®  or 
that  a  building  is  "fireproof,'^  or  that  a  furnace  will 
heat  a  house,^^  or  that  a  rival  seller  will  sell  for 
less,  is." 

But  here  as  in  former  cases  where  the  relation  of  the 
parties  is  fiduciary  or  one  is  relying  upon  the  other,  the 
opinion  will  be  treated  as  a  fact. 

"It  is  no  doubt  true  that,  as  between  seller  and  buyer,  statements 
of  value  by  the  former  ought  not  to  be  taken  as  trustworthy  by  the 
latter,  and  that  the  law  will  not  help  a  purchaser  who  accepts  exag- 
gerated or  false  statements  of  value  made  by  a  vendor;  but  this  rule 
does  not  hold  good  where  a  confidential  relation  exists  between  the 
parties,  or  where  one  of  the  parties  professes  to  have  special  knowl- 
edge of  the  value  of  the  property,  and  of  which  the  other,  being 
Ignorant,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  former,  trusts  to  his  good  faith. 
In  both  of  these  cases  representations  of  value  may  be  treated  as  rep- 
resentations of  fact."" 

§237.     Commendatory  Expressions — Puffing. 


I 


Commendatory  expressions,  such  as  men  habitually 
use  in  order  to  induce  others  to  enter  into  a  bargain, 


•Harvey  v.  Younpr,  Yelv.  20;  Lindsay 
Pel.  Co.  V.  Kurd,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  248;  Ives  v. 
Carter,  24  Conn.  408;  Somers  v.  Richards, 
46  Vi.  170;  Simar  v.  Canaday,  W  N.  Y.  298; 
Chrysler  v.  Canaday,  90  N.  V.  272,  48  Am. 
Rep.  166;  Teachout  v.  Van  Hoesen,  76 
Iowa,  118,  40  N.  W.  Rep.  96;  Burns  v. 
Schnellbacher.  168  III.  32§,  46  N.  B.  Rep. 
227.  But  see  Mackenzie  v.  Seeberger,  76 
Fed.  Rep.  106. 

« Watts  V.  Cummins,  59  Pa.  St.  84;  Dim- 
mock  V.  Hallett,  L.  R.  2  Ch.  21;  Lee  v. 
McClelland,  120  Cal.  147.  62  Pac.  Rep.  300. 

5  Bain  v.  Wiley,  107  Ala.  228,  18  South. 
Rep.  217. 

e  Wren  v.  Moncure,  95  Va.  869,  28  S.  E. 
Rep.  588;  Lake  v.  Tyree,  90  Va.  719;  Ren- 
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dell  V.  Scott.  70  Cal.  614,  11  Pac.  Rep.  779. 

^Tiedeman  on  Sales,  citinc'  Cruess  v. 
Fessler,  39  Cal.  886;  Somers  v.  Richards,  46 
Vt.  170;  Miller  v.  Barber,  66  N.  Y.  568; 
Crosstand  ▼.  Hall,  88  N.  J.  (Eq.)  111. 

B  Jackson  v.  Collins,  39  Mich.  657;  Strand 
v.  Griffith,  97  Fed.  Rep.  864. 

•  Hickey  v.  Menell,  102  N.  Y.  824,  65  Am. 
Rep.  824. 

I  opryor  v.  Foster,  180  N.  Y.  171,  29  N.  E. 
Rep.  128. 

I I  Smith  v.  Smith,  166  Pa.  St.,  563, 81  Atl. 
Rep.  344. 

)S  Baun  v.  Holton,  4  Colo.  App.  506,  36 
Pac.  Rep.  154. 
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are  not  dealt  with  as  serious  representations  of  fact.  A 
certain  latitude  is  allowed  a  man  who  wants  to  gain 
a  purchaser.^ 

§238.    Matters  of  Intention  or  Expectation. 

An  expression  of  intention  or  expectation  is  not  a 
statement  of  fact  ;^  therefore  false  promises  of  the  ven- 
dor to  do  something  in  the  future  for  the  vendee  as  well 
as  false  representations  as  to  what  he  intends  to  do  in 
making  improvements  in  the  neighborhood  or  as  to 
what  the  vendee  could  do  with  the  property  do  not  con- 
stitute fraud.^  But  when  it  is  clear  that  the  statement 
of  intention  was  absolutely  false  at  the  time  it  was 
made,  then  it  is  treated  like  any  other  statement  of  fact, 
the  distinction  being  made  between  a  representation 
which  the  party  intends  to  perform  and  one  which  he 
intends  to  break.  In  Edington  v,  FitzmoAirice^  the 
directors  of  a  company  in  a  prospectus  inviting  sub- 
scriptions for  debentures  to  be  issued  by  the  company, 
falsely  stated  that  the  objects  of  the  issue  were  to  com- 
plete alterations  in  the  buildings  of  the  company,  to 
purchase  horses  and  vans,  and  to  develop  the  trade  of 
the  company,  when  the  real  object  was  to  raise  money 
to  pay  off  pressing  liabilities.     Said  the  court: 


«i 


'It  was  argued  that  this  was  only  the  statement  of  an  intention, 
and  that  the  mere  fact  that  an  intention  was  not  carried  into  effect 
could  not  make  the  defendants  liahle  to  the  plaintiff.  I  agree  that 
it  was  a  statement  of  intention,  but  it  is  nevertheless  a  statement  of 


iTiedeman  Sales,  §  166. 

X  People  V.  Healey,  128  III.  9; 
16  Am.  St.  Rep.  90;  Southern  Development 
Co.  V.  Silva.  125  U.  S.  847;  Gordon  v.  But- 
ler, 106  U.  S.  663:  Sawyer  v.  Prickett,  19 
Wall.  146;  Ellis  V.  Andrews^ 66  N.  Y.  83,  43 
Am.  Rep.  166:  Chrysler  v.  Canaday,  90  N. 
Y.  272:Mooney  v.  Miller,  102  Mass.  907; 
Warren  v.  Doolittle,  61  111.  171;  Tuck  v. 
Downing,  76  111.  71. 


SDawe  V.  Morris,  149  Mass.  188,  21  N.  E. 
Rep.  313;  Smith  v.  Smith,  166  Pa.  St.  666  31 
Atl.  Rep.  844;  Sheldon  v.  Davidson,  86  Wis. 
188,66  N.  W.  Rep.  161;  Day  v.  Ft.  Scoit 
Co.,  163  111.  293, 88  N.  E.  Rep.  667:  Gage  v. 
Lewis,  68  111.  404;  Lambert  v.  ChrystafCo., 
27  S.  B.  Rep.  468;  Huber  v.Gufrfrenheim,  89 
Fed.  Rep.  698;  Livermore  v.  Middlesboro 
Co.,  106  Ky.  140,  80  S.  W.  Rep.  6. 

»  89  Ch.  Div.  469;  Old  Colonv  Trust  Co. 
v.  Dubuque  Light  Co.,  89  Fed.  Rep.  794. 
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fact A  mere  suggestion  of    possible    purposes    to 

which  a  portion  of  the  money  might  be  applied  would  not  have 
formed  a  basis  for  an  action  of  deceit.  There  must  be  a  misstate- 
ment of  an  existing  fact;  but  the  state  of  a  man*s  mind  Is  as  much 
a  fact  as  the  state  of  his  digestion.  It  is  true  that  it  is  very  difQ- 
cult  to  prove  what  the  state  of  a  man's  mind  at  a  particular  time 
is,  but  if  it  can  be  ascertained  it  is  as  much  a  fact  as  anything  else. 
A  misrepresentation  as  to  the  state  of  a  man's  mind  is,  therefore, 
a  misstatement  of  fact." 

So  a  statement  in  an  application  for  an  insurance  on 
a  house,  that  the  house  is  unoccupied,  but  is  to  be  occu- 
pied by  a  tenant,  is  not  a  warranty  either  that  the  house 
will  remain  occupied  or  that  it  will  be  occupied  by  a 
tenant.*  So  a  policy  is  not  avoided  by  the  fact  that  a 
quantity  of  rags  was  in  the  premises  insured  at  the  time 
of  the  flre,  where  the  applicant  represented  that  no  rags 
were  kept  in  or  near  the  premises,  it  not  appearing  that' 
the  representation  was  untrue  when  made.® 

§239.     Matters  of  Law. 

False  representations  of  law  or  of  the  l^al  effect  of 
a  contract  will  not  sustain  an  action  of  deceit  or  justify 
a  court  in  rescinding  a  contract,  except  where  some  re- 
lation of  confidence  and  trust  exists  between  the  par- 
ties, or  where  one,  by  reason  of  his  ignorance  or  unfa- 
miliarity  with  business,  was  compelled  to  rely  and  does 
rely  on  the  superior  knowledge  of  the  other.^  But  a 
statement  of  fact  which  involves  a  conclusion  of  law  is 
a  statement  of  fact.^ 

"A  misrepresentation  of  law  Is  this:  when  you  state  the  facts,  and 
state  a  conclusion  of  law,  so  as  to  distinguish  between  facts  and 


4 Hughes  V.  Ins.Co.,  27  Conn.  10;  O'Neill 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  8  N.  Y.,  122;  Herrick  v.  Ins. 
Co.,  48  M.  E.  558,  77  Am.  Dec.  S544;  Hough 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  29  Conn.  10,  76  Am.  Dec.  581. 

s Gould  V.  Ins.  Co.,  47  Me.  408,  74  Am. 
Dec.  496. 

1  Piatt  V.  Scott,  6  Blackf.  889.89  Am.  Dec. 
436;  Fish  V.  Cleland.  83  111.,  238;  Dillman 
V.  Nadlehoflfer  119  111.  667;  Upton  v.  Trib- 
ilcock,  91  U.  S.  45;  Mooreland  v.  Atchison, 
19  Tex.  808:  Simms  v.   Ferrel,  45  Ga.  5S6; 
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Georgia  Ins.  Co.  v.  Warton,  118  Ala.  47y. 
22  South.  Rep.  289;  Berry  v.  Whitney,  40 
Mich.  71;  Ross  v.  Drinkerd,  35  A)a.  434; 
Lamb  v.  Lamb,  130  Ind.  273,  275,  80  N.  E. 
Rep.  36,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  227;  Kline  v. 
Kline,  57  Pa.  St.  120,  98  Am.  Dec.  206; 
American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clapp,  4  Mo.  App. 
571;  Haviland  v.  Willeits,  141  N.  Y.  35,  .W 
N.  B.  Rep.  958. 

«  Moiherway  v.  Wali,  168  Mass.  333,  47 
N.  E.  Rep.  185;  Burns  v.  Lane,  138  Mass. 
350;  Ross  v.  Drinkard,  85  Ala.  431. 
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law.  The  man  who  knows  the  facts  is  taken  to  know  the  law;  but 
when  you  state  that  as  a  fact  which  no  doubt  Involves,  as  most  facts 
do,  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  is  still  a  statement  of  tAct  and  not  a 
statement  of  law.  Suppose  a  man  is  asked  by  a  tradesman  whether 
he  can  give  credit  to  a  lady,  and  the  answer  is,  Tou  may,  she  is  a 
single  woman  of  large  fortune.'  It  turns  out  that  the  man  who  gave 
that  answer  knew  that  the  lady  had  gone  through  the  ceremony  of 
marriage  with  a  man  who  was  believed  to  be  a  married  man,  and 
that  she  had  been  advised  that  that  marriage  ceremony  was  null  and 
void,  though  it  had  not  been  declared  so  by  any  court,  and  it  after- 
wards turned  out  that  they  were  all  mistaken,  that  the  first  marriage 
of  the  man  was  void,  so  that  the  lady  was  married.  He  does  not  tell 
the  tradesman  all  these  facts,  but  states  that  she  is  single.  That  is 
a  statement  of  fact  If  he  had  told  him  the  whole  story,  and  all  the 
face,  and  said,  'Now,  you  see,  the  lady  is  single/  that  would  have 
been  a  misrepresentation  of  law.  But  the  single  fact  he  states,  that 
the  lady  is  unmarried,  is  a  statement  of  fact,  neither  more  nor  less; 
and  it  is  not  the  less  a  statement  of  fact,  that  in  order  to  arrive  at 
it  you  must  know  more  or  less  of  the  law."* 

A  representation  as  to  a  private  act  or  a  statute  of 
another  state  is  a  representation  of  fact.* 

(c)  By  Party  Charged. 
§240.     Fraud  of  Third  Party. 

■ 

The  representation  must  have  been  made  by  the  party 
to  the  agreement  or  by  his  agent  or  with  his  connivance 
or  consent^  for  an  agreement  is  not  affected  by  the  fraud 
of  a  third  person  in  which  the  other  party  was  not  im- 
plicated.^ "There  is  no  case  in  which  a  fraud  intended 
by  one  man  shall  overturn  a  fair  and  bona  fide  contract 
between  two  others."* 


■Jeasel,    M.  R.,  in  Eagriesfield  v.  Lon>  ster  ▼.  WilshuMn,  36  N.  Y.  (Supp.)  1088; 

donderry,  4  Ch.  Div.  003.  Kujek  v.  Goldman,  150  N.  Y.,  m.    See 

4  Laws.    Prcs.    Ev.    Rule   2;    Wood    v.  Brett  v.  Cooncy,  58  Atl.  Rep.  T88. 

Rocder,  50  Neb.  476,  70  N.  W.  Rep.  2i;  « Adams  v.  Soulc»  88  Vt.  588;  Kcnner  v. 

Bethell  v.  Betbell,  98  Ind  818.  Hardini;.  85  111.  264:  Witberwax  v.  Riddle, 

'  Slim  V.  Croucber,  2  Giff.  37;  Rawlins  v.  "J  i"\  Jf°CT*i^^?-.J\5P«,*1S'  ^!2?^*  ^• 

Wickbam,  8  De  G.   &  J.  804;   Briggi  v.  .    Dick.  135  N.  Y.  652.  82  N.  E.  Rep.  280. 

Dunne,  166  111.  226,  48  N.  E.   Rep.  48;  For-  *  Master  v.  Miller,  4  T.  R.  337. 
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(d)  Knowledge  of  Falsehood. 
§241.     Representation  Believed  to  he  True, 

A  representation  made  with  a  belief  in  its  truth, 
though  not  true  in  point  of  fact,  is  not  a  legal  fraud,^ 
though  as  we  have  seen  if  it  is  of  a  material  fact,  and  in- 
duces the  contract  by  one  relying  on  it,  it  is,  even  when 
innocently  made,  a  good  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
contract  in  equity  or  refusing  specific  performance.^ 

§242.    Representation  Known  to  Be  False, 

If  a  representation  is  made  with  knowledge  that  it  is 
false  it  is  always  fraudulent  and  it  is  not  at  all  essen- 
tial that  the  party  making  it  had  any  bad  intent  or  in- 
tended to  cheat. ^  In  Polhill  v,  Walter^  the  defendant 
accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  on  another  person 
representing  that  he  had  authority  from  the  other  to  ac- 
cept, and  honestly  believing  that  his  act  would  be  rati- 
fied and  the  bill  paid  by  him.  The  bill  was  not  paid  and 
an  endorsee  for  value,  who  had  relied  on  his  representa- 
tion, was  held  to  be  entitled  to  sue  him  in  an  action  of 
deceit.     The  court  saying : 

"If,  then,  the  defendant,  when  he  wrote  the  acceptance,  and,  there- 
by, in  substance,  represented  that  he  had  authority  from  the  drawee 
to  make  it,  knew  that  he  had  no  such  authority  (and  upon  the  evi- 
dence there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  did),  the  representation  was 
untrue  to  his  knowledge,  and  we  think  that  an  action  will  lie  against 
him  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  damage  sustained  in  consequence,  if 
the  defendant,  had  had  good  reason  to  believe  his  representation  to 


'  Ormrod  v.  Huth,  14  M.&  W.  664;  Evans  2  Ante,  §  227. 

V.  Collms.  6  Q.  B.8(M;  Taylor  v^  Ashton.  11  ,  Morris  v.  Posncr,  111  la.  585,  8S  N.  W. 

5!f*lu*^V^*'   ^5?'^*"Po''iJ?*"v?J?-^5-  R«P-  7M;  Peek  v.  Gurney,  L.  R.  6  H.  L. 

951;  Shrewsbury  v.Blpunl,  2  Man^  G.476;  409..  Foster  v.  Charles,  6  Bin?.  876. 

Cowley  V.  Smith,  46  N.  J.  L.  380;  Wakeman  .oo*aji,^ 

V.  Dalley.  61  N.  Y.  27:  Griswold  v.  Sabin.  •  3  B.  &  Ad.  114. 
51  N.  H.  167,  12  Am.  Rep   76;  Mam  lock  v. 
Fairbanks,  46  Wis.  415,  82  Am.   Rep.  716. 
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be  true,  as,  for  instance,  if  he  had  acted  upon  a  power  of  attorney 
which  he  supposed  to  be  genuine,  but  which  was,  in  fact,  a  forgery, 
he  would  have  incurred  no  liability,  for  he  would  have  made  no 
statement  which  he  knew  to  be  false:  a  case  very  different  from  the 
present,  in  which  It  Is  clear  that  he  stated  what  he  knew  to  be  un- 
true, though  with  no  corrupt  motive." 

§243.     Representation  Not  Known  or  Believed   to  he 

True. 

Where  persons  take  upon  themselves  to  make  asser- 
tions as  to  which  they  are  ignorant  whether  they  are 
true  or  untrue,  they  are  as  responsible  as  if  they  had 
asserted  that  which  they  knew  to  be  untrue.  Whether 
a  party  misrepresenting  a  fact  knew  it  to  be  false,  or 
made  the  assertion  without  knowing  whether  it  was 
true  or  false,  is  wholly  immaterial ;  for  the  affirmation 
of  what  one  does  not  know  or  believe  to  be  true  is  as 
unjustifiable  as  the  affirmation  of  what  he  knows  to  be 
false.* 

§244.    Belief  Based  on  Unreasonable  Grounds. 

If  the  representation  is  believed  in,  it  does  not 
make  it  fraudulent  that  it  is  not  founded  on  reasonable 
grounds.  But  the  absence  of  reasonable  grounds  for  the 
belief  may  be  some  proof  that  the  belief  was  not  hon- 
estly entertained.* 


*  Donaldson  v.  Younff,  Meigs.  166;  Alva- 
rez V.  Brannan.  7  Cal.  608,  68  Am.  Dec.  274; 
Frenzel  v.  Miller,  87  Ind.  1, 10  Am.  Rep. 
flS;  Smith  v.  Richards,  18  Pet.  26;  Foster  ▼. 
Kennedy*  88  Ala.  860, 81  Am.  Dec.66;  Haz- 
ard V.  Irwin,  18  Pick.  96;  Bennett  v.  Jud- 
son.  81  N.  Y.  288;  Hubbard  v.  Briggs,  81 
N.  Y.  618,  640;  Mitchell  v.  Zimmerman,  4 
Tex.  76,  61  Am.  Dec.  717;  Ruff  v.  Janett,  94 
III.  475;  Cabot  ▼.  Christie.  42  Vt.  121:  Coop- 
er V.  Scblessinger,  111  U.  S.  148;  Cole  v. 
Cassidj,  188  Mass.  487- Walsh  v.  Morse,  80 
Mo.  606:  Caldwell  v.  Henry,  76  Mo.  264; 
Johnson  v.  Berney,  9  111.  App.  64;  Stone  v. 
Covell,  29  Mich.  860;  Marsh  v.  Falker,  40 
N.  Y.  662:  Bristol  v.  Braidwood,  28  Mich. 
191;  Hamlin  v.  Abell,  120  Mo.  188,  26  S.  W. 


Rep.  610;  Krause  v.Bu8acker,106  Wis.  360» 
81  N.  W.  Rep.  406;  Nauman  v.  Oberle,  90 
Mo.  666;  Rintr  v.  Vogel  Paint  Co.,  44  Mo. 
lApp.)  Ill;  Wilcox  V.  la.  Univ.,  32  la.  867; 
Scnool  Directors  v.  Boomhour,  88  111.17; 
Woodruff  V.  Saul,  70  Ga.  271;  Wickham  v. 
Grant,28Kan.  517;  Chatham  Furnace  Co.v. 
Moffatt,  147  Mass.  408;  Lynd  v.  Mercan- 
tile Trust  Co.,  18  Fed.  Rep.  486;  Haven  v. 
Neal,  48  Minn.  315:  Dulaney  v.  Rogers, 
64  Mo.201;  Rawlins  v.  Wickham,  3  De  G.  & 
J.  801. 

1  Lord  V.  Goddard,  18  How.  196;  Lamber- 
ton  V.  Dunham,  165  Pa.  St.  129, 80  Atl.  Rep. 
716;  McKern  v.  Ferguson,  47  la.  686;  Salis- 
bury V.  Howe,  87  N.  Y.  128:  Kingsbury  v.  ' 
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This  principle  is  well  stated  by  the  House  of  liords  in 
the  leading  English  case  thus : 

"In  my  opinion  making:  a  false  statement  through  want  of  care 
falls  far  short  of,  and  Is  a  very  different  thing  from,  fraud,  and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  a  false  representation  honestly  beliered,  though 
on  insufficient  grounds.  ...  At  the  same  time,  I  desire  to  say 
distinctly  that  when  a  false  statement  has  been  made,  the  questions 
whether  there  werei  reasonable  grounds  for  belieylng  It,  and  what 
were  the  means  of  knowledge  in  the  possession  of  the  person  mak- 
ing it,  are  most  weighty  matters  for  consideration.  The  ground  upon 
which  an  alleged  belief  was  founded  is  a  most  Important  test  of  its 
reality.  I  can  conceive  many  cases  where  the  fftct  that  an  alleged 
belief  was  destitute  of  all  reasonable  foundation  would  suffice  of 
itself  to  convince  the  court  that  It  was  not  reaUy  entertained,  and 
that  the  representation  was  a  fraudulent  one."* 


§245.    Representation  Subsequently  False  or  True. 

A  representation  not  known  to  be  false  when  made, 
but  discovered  to  be  false  before  the  contract  induced 
by  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced,  is  fraudulent^ 

Thus  it  was  held  that  concealment  by  the  owner  of  a 
business  enterprise  of  a  decline  in  its  profits  between 
the  date  of  his  agreement  to  sell  and  the  signing  of  the 
contract  of  sale  was  actionable,  when  the  purchaser 
had  no  opportunity  of  discovering  the  decline,  and  had 
agreed  to  buy  on  the  faith  of  representations  as  to  the 
prior  rate  of  profit,  telling  the  seller  that  he  would  not 
buy  if  there  had  been  a  decline.^ 


Taylor,  29  Me.  508,  50  Am.  Dec.  807;  Peiti- 

frcw  V.  Chellis,  41  N.  H.  95;  Morton  v. 
cull,  23  Ark.  289;  Terrell  v.Rennett,  18  Ga. 
404;  Merwia  v.  Arbuckle,  81  111.  501.  Some 
courts  hold,  however,  that  a  positive  state- 
ment of  a  fact  within  one's  means  of  knowl- 
edge implies  that  he  has  knowledge  and 
that  therefore  the  statement  if  false  is 
fraudulent.  Chatham  Furnace  Co.  v.  Moff - 
ait.  147  Mass.  403, 18  N.  E.  Rep.  168;  Cole 
V.  Cassidy,  138  Mass.  437,  52  Am.  Rep.  284: 
Olcott  V.  Bolton,  60  Neb.  779,  70  N.  W. 
Rep.  366;  Raley  V.  Williams,  78   Mo.  810; 
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Cowley  V.  Smyth,  46  N.  J.  L.  880,  50  Am. 
Rep.  482;  Cabot  v.  Christie,  42  Vt.  121,1 
Am.  Rep.  318;  Montreal  River  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Mihills,  80  Wis.  540,  60  N.  W.  Rep,  507. 

S.Lord  Her&chell  in  Peek  v.  Derry,  14 
A  pp.  Gas.  375. 

'  Reynall  v.  Sprye,  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  660; 
Redgrade  v.  Hurd,  20  Ch.  Div.  18;  Brown - 
lie  v.  Campbell,  5  App.  Cas.  950:  Cable  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Fed.  Rep.  19;  Guilford  v. 
School  Tp.,  62  N.  E.  Rep.  711  (Ind.) . 

»  Loewen  v.  Harris,  57  Fed.  Rep.  868. 
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(e)     Intention  that  it  be  Acted  Upon. 
§246.    Representation  Made  Without  Such  Intention. 

The  representation  must  be  made  with  the  intention 
that  it  shall  be  acted  on  by  the  injured  party.*  Where 
the  directors  of  a  company  made  false  representations 
in  their  prospectus  asking  for  original  subscriptions  to 
the  stocky  it  was  held  that  their  liability  did  not  extend 
beyond  the  first  applicants^  so  as  to  include  persons  who 
subsequently  purchased  shares  which  came  into  the 
market^  the  ground  of  this  decision  being  that  their  in- 
tention to  deceive  could  not  be  supposed  to  extend  be- 
yond the  first  applicants  for  shares.^ 

But  the  representation  need  not  be  made  directly  to 
the  injured  party  if  it  was  nevertheless  the  intention 
that  it  should  be  acted  upon  by  him.^ 


(f)     Must  be  Relied  on. 

§247.    Representation  Must  Have  Induced  Agreement. 

The  person  to  whom  the  representation  is  made  must 
have  been  induced  by  it  to  enter  into  the  agreement ;  in 
other  words  he  must  not  have  known  the  truth^  must 
have  believed  the  representation  and  it  must  have  been 
a.  material  inducement  to  his  act. 

§248.     Knowledge  of  Untruth. 

A  representation  which  the  other  party  knows  to  *  be 
untrue  cannot  have  induced  the  contract  and  ought  not 


i.,Keese  River  Co.  V.  Smith,  L.  R.  4  H. 
L.  64:  Dayidson  v.  Nichols.  11  Allen  514; 
Hunnewell  v.  Duxbury,         164 

Mass.  286,  28  N.  E.  Rep.  207; 
'Manhatun  Bmas  Co.  v.  Reger.  168  Pa.  St. 
•644,  82  Atl.  Rep.  64;  Merchants^  Nat.  Bk.  v. 
Armstrong,  66  Fed.  Rep.  98S;  Stevens  v. 
Ludlum,  46  Minn.  160;  Carter  v.  Harden, 
78  Me.  528,  7  Atl.  Rep.  302;  Bank  v  Sowles, 


46  Fed.  Rep.  781;  Lindauer  v.  Hay,  61  la. 
G63, 17  N.  W.  Rep.  98;  Buschman  v.  Codd, 
02  Md.  202;  Vreeland  v.  New  Jersey  Store 
Co.,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  188;  Barnett  v.  Barnett,  88 
Va.  sot.  2  S.  E.Rep.  7S8;  Thorp  v.  Smith,  18 
Wash.  277, 51  Pac.  Rep.  381. 

«  Peek  V.  Gumey,  L.  R.  6  H.  1-.  STT,  410, 

sSee  post,} 851. 
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be  allowed  to  avoid  it.^  So  where  the  means  of  know- 
ledge are  within  his  power  and  close  at  hand  he  will  be 
presumed  to  have  had  such  knowledge  f  as  in  an  old 
case  where  a  person  induced  another  to  carry  goods  for 
him  at  so  much  per  hundred- weight,  by  a  false  statement 
of  the  weight  of  the  goods,  this  was  held  no  fraud,  be- 
cause the  carrier  might  have  ascertained  the  correct 
weight  for  himself.^  In  another  case  a  farm  was  sold 
under  the  description  of  being  in  a  "ring-fence."  The 
purchaser  saw  the  farm  before  the  purchase,  had  lived* 
in  the  neighborhood,  and  must  have  known  whether  it 
did  lie  in  a  ring-fence  or  not  It  was  held  that  he  was- 
liable  on  the  contract,  notwithstanding  the  farm  was 
so  misdescribed.* 

"Where  the  means  of  knowledge  are  at  hand  and  equally  avail- 
able to  both  parties,  and  the  subject  of  purchase  is  alike  open  to* 
their  inspection,  If  the  purchaser  does  not  avail  himself  of  theee 
means  and  opportunities,  he  will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  he  has  been 
deceived  by  the  vendor's  misrepresentations.  If,  having  eyes,  he 
will  not  see  matters  directly  before  them,  where  no  concealment  ia 
made  or  attempted,  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  favorable  consideration 
when  he  complains  that  he  has  suffered  from  his  own  voluntary 
blindness,  and  has  been  misled  by  overconfldence  in  the  statements 
of  another.  And  the  same  rule  obtains  when  the  complaining  party 
does  not  rely  upon  the  misrepresentations,  but  seeks  from  other  quar- 
ters means  of  verification  of  the  statements  made,  and  acts  upon  the 
information  thus  obtained."' 

We  have  already  seen  an  application  of  this  principle 
in  the  rule  that  one  who  can  read  and  signs  a  contract 


^  Anderson  y.  Burnett,  6  How.  (Miss.) 
166,  86  Am.  Dec.  486;  Chrysler  v.  Canaday, 
90  N.  Y.  278,  43  Am.  Rep.  166;  Foy  v. 
Haugbton.  68  N.  C.  467;  Kelley  v.  High- 
field,  16  Oreg.  277, 14  Pac.  Rep.  744. 

2  Montgomery  y.  Scott,  9  S.  C.  20,  80 
Am.  Rep.  1;  Poland  v.  Bruwnell,  181  Mass. 
188,  41  Am.  Rep.  815;  Dugan  y.  Cureton,  1 
Ark.  31,  31  Dec.  727:  Moore  y.  Turbeyille, 
2  Bibb  602,  6  Am.  Dec.  642:  Williams  y. 
Hicks,  2  Vt.  88,  10  Am.  Dec.  608;  Foley  y. 
Cowgill.  6  Blackf.  18,  82  Am.  Dec.  49; 
McDaniei  y.  Bank,  29  Vt.  280,  70  Am.  Dec. 
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406:  Roland  Lumber  Co.  y.  Ross.  100  Va. 
276,  40  S.  E.  Rep.  922;  Mosher  y.  Post.  89 
Wis.  602,  62  N.  W.  Rep.  616;  Lee  y.  McClel- 
land,  120  Cal.  147,  52  Pac.  Rep.  800;  Moore 
y.  Recek,  168  111.  17,  44  N.  E.  Rep.  868; 
Brooks  V.  Hamilton,  15  Minn.  26;  Pidcock  y. 
Swift,  61  N.  J.  Bq.  406,  27  Atl.  Rep.  470. 

«  Bayley  y.  Merrill,  Cro.  Jac.  886. 

<  Dyer  y.  Hargraye,  10  Ves  606. 

s  Mr.  Justice  Field,  in  Slaughter  y.  Ger^ 
son,  18  Wall.  879. 
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without  reading  it,   cannot   complain   that   the   other 
party  misrepresented  its  contents.® 

But  on  the  other  hand  there  are  cases  holding  that 
where  a  person  in  fact  relies  upon  the  representation,  as 
intended  by  the  party  making  it,  he  may  be  entitled  to 
avoid  the  agreement,  notwithstanding  he  had  the  means 
of  information,  of  which  he  did  not  avail  himself.''  And 
in  general,  where  a  false  representation  is  in  fact  made, 
the  burden  of  proof  lies  upon  the  party  making  it  to 
show  not  only  that  the  other  party  had  the  means  of  in- 
formation, but  that  he  relied  upon  his  own  information 
or  judgment,  and  was  not  in  fact  misled  by  the  repre- 
sentation.* 

§249.     Belief  and  Reliance. 

Such  representations  as  one  obviously  did  not  believe 
in  and  such  false  statements  or  concealments  as  he  did 
not  rely  upon,  are  immaterial.*  Of  the  first  kind  are 
what  is  often  called  "dealers  talk"  i.  e.,  representations 
amounting  merely  to  commendatory  expressions  or  ex- 
aggerated statements  as  to  value,  prospects,  and  the 
like,  as  where  a  seller  pufFs  up  the  value  and  quality  of 
his  goods,  or  a  man,  to  induce  another  to  contract  with 
him,  holds  out  flattering  prospects  of  gain  and  which 


«  See  ante.  §  306. 

1  Dobell  V.  Stevens,  8  B.  &  C.  688:  Raw- 
lins V.  Wickham,  8  De  Gex  ft^.  804;  Brett 
y.  Van  Auken,  00  la.  568,  68  N.  W.  Rep. 
801;  Lewis  V.Jewell,  161  Mass.  845,24  N. 
B.  Rep.  08, 21  Am.  St.  Rep.  4M:  Jackson  v. 
Collins,  88  Mich.  S67:  Starimpton  v.  Phil- 
brick,  58  Minn.  868,  55  N. W.Rep.  661 ;  Mosli. 
«r  V.  Post,  89  Wis.  608,  68  N.  W.  Rep.  516: 
Wilson  V.  Carpenter,  01  Va.  188,  81  S.  B. 
Rep.  848,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  884;  Tacoma  v. 
Tacoma  Lifrbt,  etc..  Co.,  17  Wash.  458,  50 
Pac.  Rep.  56;  Cottrill  v.  Krum,  100  Mo.  807, 
18  S.  W.  Rep.  768. 

8  Lysney  v.  Selby,  8  Ld.  Ray.  1118; 
Holbrook  v.  Burt,  tt  Pick.  646;  Fishback  v. 
Miller,  15  Nev.  428;  Lewis  v.  Jewell,  ante. 

*  In  Horsfall  V.  Thomas,  1  H.  &  C.  00, 


the  defendant  had  bought  a  cannon  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  cannon  bad  a  defect  which 
made  it  worthless,  and  the  plantiff  had  en- 
deavored to  conceal  this  defect  by  the  in- 
sertion of  a  metal  plu^  in  the  weak  spot  in 
iheg^n.  The  defendant  never  inspected 
the  eun;  be  accepted  it,  and  upon  using  it 
for  the  purpose  for  which  he  bought  it  the 
irun  burst.  It  was  held  that  the  attempted 
fraud  having  had  no  operation  upon  the 
mind  of  the  defendant  did  not  exonerate 
him  from  paying  for  the  gun.  **Tf  the  plug, 
which  it 'was  said  was  put  in  to  conceal  the 
defect,  had  never  been  there,  his  position 
would  have  been  the  same;  for,  as  he  did 
not  examine  the  gun  or  form  any  opinion 
as  to  whether  it  was  sound,  its  condition 
did  not  affect  him." 
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are  not  such  statements  as  reasonable  men  are  in  the 
habit  of  relying  upon  in  maJ^ing  up  their  minds  to  en- 
ter into  the  agreement^  So  whenever  a  person  not- 
withstanding the  representation  of  another  relies  upon 
his  own  judgment  of  the  matter  or  the  judgment  of  a 
third  party  or  on  investigation  or  examination  which 
he  has  made  for  himself  and  gives  no  weight  to  the  rep- 
resentation,  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  was  injured  by  it 
and  hence  it  is  no  fraud  sb  to  him.* 

§250.    As  to  one  of  Several  Matters. 

A  false  representation  as  to  one  of  several  material 
matters  or  a  representation  including  several  matters 
that  is  false  in  one  material  point,  is  sufficient  to  vitiate 
the  whole  agreement.*  The  fraudulent  representation 
need  not  have  been  the  sole  inducement  to  the  making 
of  the  agre-^ment  provided,  but  for  it,  the  agreement 
would  not  have  been  made.^  And  although  the  false 
representation  affects  part  only  of  the  agreement  it  in 
general  vitiates  it  in  toto.^ 

§251.     Materiality, 

The  representation  must  be  material, — that  is,  it  must 
have  been  the  inducement  to  the  making  of  the  agree- 


*  Lockwood  ▼.  Fitts,  90  Ala.  150, 7  South. 
Rep.  467;  Dillman  v.  Nadlehoffer,  119  111. 
667,7N.  B.  Rep.  88;  Burns  v.  Mahannah, 
89  Kan.  87,  17  Pac.  Pep.  319;  Demin?  v. 
Darling,  148  Mass.  504,  30  N.  E.  Rep.  107; 
Kimball  v.  Bangs,  144  Mass.  821,  11  N.  E. 
Rep.  118;  Jackson  v.  Collins,  39  Mich.  657; 
Southern  Development  Co.  v.  Silva,  126 
U.  S.  247.  See  ante,  §  287. 

•  Brown  v.  Gray,  6  Jones  108,  72  Am.  Dec. 
668;  Slaughter  v.Gerson,l8  Wall.  879- Faun- 
tlcroy  V.Wilcox,  80  111.  477;  Priest  v.  White, 
89  Mo.  609;  Anderson  v.  McPike,  86 
Mo.  294;  Ring  v.  Vogel  Paint  Co.,  44  Mo. 
(App.)  Ill:  Clark  vi  Edgar,  84  Mo.  106; 
Abelne  Nat.  Bank  v.  Nodine,  26  Ore.  53, 
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87  Pac,  Rep.  471;  Sheldon  v.  Davidson,  85 
Wis.  138,  55^.  W.  Rep.  161;  Wabc  v.  Rin- 
go,  1522  Mo.  822,  26  S.  W.  Rep.  901;  Dady  v. 
Condit,  163  111.  511,  45  N.  E.  Rep.  824. 

^  Reynell  v.  Sprye,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  660;  Holl- 
ows v.  Fernie,  L.  R.  8  Eq.  639,  86  L.  J.  Ch. 
273. 

2  Ruff  v.  larrctt,  94  111.  476;  Hicks  v.  Stev- 
ens. 121  111.  186,  11  N.  E.  Rep.  241;  Safford 
v.  Grout,  120  Mass.  20;  Morgan  v.  Skiddy, 
62  N.  Y.  819;  Peck  v.  Derry,  87  Ch.  D.  641; 
Saunders  v.  McClintock,  46  Mo.  App.  216; 
Kirkendall  v.  Hartsock,  68  Mo.  (App.)  284. 

•  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  2866. 


CH.  VI.] 


THE  CONSENT. 


§252 


ment  and  it  is  not  enough  that  it  may  have  remotely  or 
indirectly  contributed  to  the  transaction,  or  may  have 
supplied  a  motive  to  the  other  party  to  enter  into  it. 
It  must  appear  that  the  contract  would  not  have  been 
made  but  for  it*  Therefore  the  representation  was 
held  immaterial,  where  the  buyer  of  goods,  in  negotiat- 
ing the  purchase,  alleged  falsely,  as  the  reason  for  the 
limited  amount  of  his  offer,  that  his  partner  would  not 
consent  to  his  giving  more,^  and  where  upon  the  ne- 
gotiation for  a  loan  of  money,  the  lenders  represented 
that  it  was  lent  by  a  joint-stock  loan  company,  but  in 
fact  it  was  lent  by  themselves  only,  who  called  them- 
selves the  company,  which  did  not  otherwise  exist,  for 
in  the  first  case  the  real  inducement  to  the  seller  was 
the  money  offered  and  in  the  second  the  real  induce- 
ment to  the  borrower  was  the  advance  of  the  money.* 
And  a  representation,  made  after  a  sale  is  completed 
can  not  affect  it.* 

(g)  Damage  to  Party  Deceived. 

■ 

§252.    Dantdge  Essential. 

If  the  party  deceived  has  suffered  no  damage  by  the 
misrepresentation  of  the  other,  there  is  no  fraud  which 
will  sustain  an  action  against  the  latter  or  will  entitle 
him  to  avoid  his  agreement.* 


i 


<  Connenville  ▼.  Wadleieh,  7  Blackf.  103, 
41  Am.  Dec.  214;  Adams  v.  Scbiflfer,  11  Colo. 
15,  17  Pac.  Rep.  81,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  208: 
Hoist  ▼.  Stev^art,  161  Mass.  516,  87  N.  B. 
Rep.  756,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  442;  Cady  v. 
Walker,  68  Mich.  157,  28  N.  W.  Rep.  805; 
Powell  V.  Adams,  98  Mo.  606, 12  S.  W.  Rep. 
296;  American  Bldg.,  etc.,  Assn.  v.  Rear, 
48  Nebr.  465,  67  N.  W.  Rep.  600:  Stone  v. 
Robie,  66  Vt.  245,  29  Atl.  Rep.  257;  Shel- 
don V.  Davidson,  85  Wis.  186, 65  N.  W.  Rep. 
161. 

S  Vernon  v.  Keyes,  12  Bast.  632. 

*  Green  ▼.  Gosden,  5  Jur.  1010. 

4  Cady  y.  Walker,  62  Mich    167,  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  884. 


1  Bomar  v.  Rossar,  181  Ala.  215.  31  South. 
Rep.  130;  London,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Liebes, 
106  Cal.208,  88  Pac.  Rep.  691;  Schubart  v. 
Chicafiro  Gas  Lifrht,  etc.,  Co.,  41  111.  App. 
181;  Snyder  v.  Hegan,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  617. 
40  S.  W.  Rep.  693:  Johnson  v.  Seymour,  79 
Mich.  166.  44  N.  W.  Rep.  844:  Alden  v. 
WriRht,  47  Minn.  225.  49  N.  W.  Rep.  767; 
Lorenzen  v.  Kansas  City  Invest.  Co.,  44 
Neb.  99,  62  N.  W.  Rep.  231;  Moore  v. 
Cross,  87  Tex.  567,  29  S.  W.  Rep.  1051.  See 
an  anomalous  case  in  Connecticut  where 
the  damage  was  done  not  to  the  plaintiff 
but  to  third  parties;  and  the  contract  was 
nevertheless  set  aside.  Brett  v.  Cooney,  53 
Atl.  Rep.  728. 
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It  is  no  fraud  to  induce  a  debtor  by  a  misrepresenta- 
tion to  pay  his  just  debt.^  And  it  has  been  held  that  a 
sale  could  not  be  avoided  by  the  purchaser  because  of 
the  seller's  false  representation  that  there  was  no  mort- 
gage thereon,  where  the  seller  afterwards  had  the 
mortgage  released.*  So  where  a  company  issued  a  pros- 
pectus falsely  representing  that  more  than  half  the 
capital  had  been  subscribed,  by  which  a  person  was  in- 
duced to  apply  for  shares,  the  representation  not  being 
true  at  the  time  the  prospectus  was  issued,  but  having 
become  true  at  the  time  of  his  application,  there  was  no 
misrepresentation  entitling  him  to  relief.* 

"A  mere  fraudulent  representation  is  not  actionable  per  se.  If  a 
man  utter  slanderous  words  of  his  neighbor,  the  neighbor  may  have 
his  action,  though  he  be  not  damaged  by  the  words  spoken.  If  a 
man,  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  promise  to  another  that  he  wlU 
do  any  given  thing,  and  fail  to  perform  his  promise,  an  action  lies 
for  the  breach  of  promise,  though  no  damage  be  done.  Not  so  In  an 
action  for  fraudulent  representations.  In  such  action,  the  plaintiff 
must  not  only  show  that  the  representations  were  made,  and  that 
they  were  false  and  fraudulent,  but  he  must  also  show,  afflrmatlyely, 
that  he  has  been  Injured  thereby — that  he  is,  In  some  way.  In  a  worse 
condition  than  he  would  have  been  had  the  words  been  true.'^ 

(h)     Remedies. 

§253.    Remedies  of  Party  Defrauded — Election  to 

Affirm. 

On  discovering  the  fraud  an  election  is  given  to  the 
party  defrauded.*  An  agreement  procured  by  fraud 
is  voidable,  not  void,^  and  hence  one  may  affirm  the  con- 
tract and  sue  in  tort  for  such  damages  as  the  fraud  has 
occasioned,  or  set  up  such  damages  as  a  defense  or  hy 

•  Marsh  v.  Cook.  IS  N.  J.  Eq.  86S.  »  Pnror  v.  Foster,  130  N.  Y.  171,  »  N.  E. 

•  Johnson  v.  Seymour,  79  Mich.  IM,  44       1^«P- 1*^- 
N.  W.  Rep.  944.  « Smith  v.  Homback,  4  Utt.  888,  14  Am. 

4Ship  V.  CrosskiU.  L.  R.  10  Eq.  78.  Ji«5-  '^A^^^SST^i*  ""'  ^°**^'.*  Strobh   898. 

sB«?lett  V.  Blaine,  88  III.  ftT  t^Xkm^D^'hl^''''''  ''^'^'''  ""  "^^ 
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way  of  counterclaim  if  sued  on  the  contract  by  the  other 
party.' 

He  is  not  barred  from  suing  for  the  fraud  because  af- 
ter discovering  the  fraud  he  performed  his  part  of  it. 
By  performing  he  ratifies  the  contract  and  can  not  af- 
terwards disaffirm  it;  but  his  right  of  action  for  the 
fraud  remains.*  But  like  any  other  right  this  right  of 
action  may  be  waived.  While  a  party  may  retain  what 
he  received,  stand  to  his  bargain,  and  recover  for  the 
loss  caused  him  by  the  fraud,  yet 

"Where  a  party  with  fuU  knowledge  of  all  the  material  facts  does 
an  act  which  indicates  his  intention  to  stand  to  the  contract  and 
waive  all  right  of  action  for  the  fraud,  he  can  not  maintain  an  action 
for  the  original  wrong  practiced  upon  him.  Where  the  affirmance 
of  the  contract  is  equivalent  to  a  ratification,  all  right  of  action  is 

gone It  is  only  equivalent  to  a  ratification  when  made  with 

full  knowledge  of  the  fraud  and  of  all  material  facts,  and  with  the 
intention  of  abiding  by  the  contract,  and  waiving  aU  right  to  recover 
for  the  deception/" 


A  waiver  does  not  require  a  consideration  to  be  bind- 
ing. It  takes  place  in  consequence  of  laches  or  by  act- 
ing inconsistently  with  the  idea  of  enforcing  a  right.® 

§254.    Rescission  of  Contract. 

Or  the  party  defrauded  may  rescind  the  contract  and 
having  done  so  resist  an  action  brought  upon  it  ;^  or  re- 


*  Houldsmitb  v.  City  of  Glasgow  Bank, 
5  App.  Gas.  828;  Queen  ▼.  Saddlers  Co.,  10 
H.  L  Gas.  421;  Whitney  v.  Allaire,  1  Hill, 
484,  1  N.  Y.  806;  Miller  v.  Barber,  66  N.  Y. 
B58:  Cook  V.  Soule,  66  N.  Y.  420. 

4 Whitney  v.  Allaire,  4  Denio,  651; 
Parker  ▼.  Marquis,  64  Mo.,  88;  Nauman  v. 
Oberle,  96  Mo.  6M;  Pryor  v.  Foster,  180 
N.  Y.  171,  29  N.  E.  Rep.  128. 

'St.  John  V.  Hendrickson,  81  Ind.  850. 

•Griffith  V.  Gilliam,  81  Mo.  (App.)  38. 


■  Union  DisL  y.  Boomhour,  83  111.  17; 
Gardner  y.  Lewis,  7  Gill.  877;  Jones  ▼. 
Emery,  40  N.  H.  348;  Mead  ▼.  Bunn,  32  N. 
Y.  276;  Ghieves  v.  Gary,  84  Gratt.  414; 
Harran  v.  Klaus,  79  Wis.  888,  48  N.  W. 
Rep.  479.  At  common  law  a  person  could 
not  plead  fraud  in  an  action  on  an  instru  - 
ment  under  seal,  but  resort  must  have  been 
had  to  a  court  of  equity  to  set  the  deed 
aside.  The  rule  is  changed  in  most  of  the 
states  where  a  plea  of  fraud  to  a  sealed  in- 
strument is  good.    See  9  Cyc.  434. 
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sist  specific   performance   when   sought  in  equity;^  or 
obtain  a  cancellation   of  the   contract  in   equity;^   or 

« 

recover  the  property  itself.* 

§255.     Limits  to  Right  to  Rescind. 

While  a  man  may  keep  the  contract  open  till  he  is 
sued  upon  it,  and  a  plea  of  fraud  then  set  up  is  a  suffi- 
cient rescission  of  the  contract,^  yet  so  long  bb  he  keeps 
it  open  he  does  so  at  his  own  risk.  His  right  to  avoid 
it  may  be  lost  either  by  his  accepting  some  benefit  un- 
der the  contract,  or  otherwise  acting  upon  it  after  he 
has  become  aware  of  the  fraud  f  or  by  his  unreasonable 
delay  in  asking  for  equitable  relief  after  he  has  know- 
ledge or  means  of  knowledge  of  the  fraud — ^which  delay 


<McShane  v.  Hazelhurst,  50  Md.  107; 
Chute  V.  Quincy,  156  Mass.  189,  90  N.  E. 
Rep.  S50:  Friend  ▼.  Lamb.  162  Pa.  St.  599, 
35  Atl.  Ref>.  577;  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  672; 
Hazer  y.  Shindler,  29  Cal.  46;  Oowninf^  v. 
Wherrin.  10  N.  H.  9,  49  Am.  Dec.  189: 
Rucker  ▼.  Dooley,  49  III.  877,  96  Am.  Dec. 
615;  Holland  y.  Meyer,  11  Md.  186.  60  Am. 
Dec.  196;  Polk  y.  Rose,  95  Md.  153,  89  Am. 
Dec.  778;  Smith  v.  Smith,  28  Wis.  176,  99 
Am.  Dec.  158. 

•  Wilson  V.  Carpenter,  91  Va.,  188,  21  S. 
E.  Rep.  948.  Or  ask  for  reformation. 
Rensing  y.  Wingers,  99  Iowa,  39,  68  N.  W. 
Rep.  5^;  West  v.  West,  96  iowa,  41,  57  N. 
W.  Rep.  689. 

^Thurston  y.  Blanchard,S8  Pick.  18,  88 
Am.  Dec.  700;  Moody  y.  Blake,  117  Mass. 
98, 19  Am.  Rep.  894:  Baker  y.  Dinsmore.  72 
Pa.  St.  427, 18  Am.  Rep.  697;  Cary  y.  Hotal- 
ing,  1  Hill,  811.  37  Am.  Dec.  823;  Sleeper  v. 
Dayis,  64  N.  H.  50,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  877. 
The  yendor  may  reclaim  his  goods  against 
all  persons  except  bona  fide  purchasers  for 
value.  Atwood  y.  Dearborn,  1  Allen,  488, 
79  Am.  Dec.  755;  Manning  y.  Ablee,  14  Al- 
len. 7,  98  Am.  Dec.  736;  Farley  y.  Lincoln, 
51  N.  H.  577, 12  Am.  Rep.  182;  Barnard  y. 
Campbell,  58  N.  Y.  73, 17  Am.  Rep.  206. 

'  The  right  for  example  to  rescind  tor 
fraud  is  not  defeated  by  the  vendor's  hay- 
ing obtained  judgment  for  the  price  in  ig- 
norance of  the  fraud.  Kraus  v.  Thompson, 
30  Minn.  64,  44  Am.  Rep.  182. 

'Fleming  v.  Hanlejr.  «  R.  I.  X4X,  4a 
Atl.  Rep.  sax ;  Estes  y.  Reynolds,  75  Mo. 
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568*  Dellinger  y.  Gillaspie,  118  N.  C.  787 
84  S.  E.  Rep.  538;  Hutton  y.  Dearing.  42 
W.  Va.  691,  26  S.  E.  Rep.  197  If  he  re- 
scind, he  must  do  so  immediately  upon  the 
discoyery  of  the  fraud;  and  if  he  continue 
the  use  and  occupation  of  the  property  re- 
ceived under  the  contract  he  will  be  deem- 
ed to  have  elected  to  affirm  it.  Strong  f , 
Strong,  lOS  N.  Y.  09:  Schiffer  v.  Dietz,  88 
N.  Y.  300.  The  yendor  of  goods  on  rescind- 
ing the  sale  for  fraud,  may  maintain  re - 
8 levin  for  them  (Bussing  v.  Rice,  2  Cush. 
3;  Bank  v.  Bates,  190  U.  S.  556;  Beebe  v. 
Hatfield,  67  Mo.  App.  600;  Morrow  Shoe 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  New  England  Shoe  Co.,  57 
Fed.  686),  or  he  may,  where  he  cannot  ob- 
tain complete  relief  in  a  single  action,  olv 
tain  relief  in  equity,  which  will  treat  the 
fraudulent  vendee  as  a  trustee.  Thus  in 
an  action  to  enforce  a  constructive  trust  in 
broom  corn  complained  by  complainant  to 
have  been  sold  and  delivered  under  false 
representations  of  the  buyer,  it  was  alleged 
that  part  of  the  broom  corn  which  had  not 
been  worked  up  by  the  buyer,  had  been 
mingled  with  other  corn,  and  was  diflficult 
of  identification;  that  the  property  had 
been  twice  sold,  and  the  rights  of  the  al- 
leged purchaser  would  be  the  subject  of  in- 
vesttgation;  and  that  part  of  the  corn  hi.d 
been  manufactured  and  assigned  to  third 
persons,  who  were  acting  in  collusion  with 
the  alleged  trustees.  Held,  that  plaintiff 
did  not  uive  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  by 
an  action  of  replevin,  and  hence  equity 
was  entitled  to  assume  jurisdiction.  Mis- 
souri Broom  Co.  v.  Gymon,  115  Fed.  Rep. 
118. 
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in  equity  is  called  laches  f  or  by  his  being  unable  to  put 
the  other  party  in  his  fortner  position;*  or  by  innocent 
third  parties  acquiring  an  interest  for  value  under  the 
contract.^ 

§256.    Restoring  the  Consideration. 

It  follows  from  the  rule  that  the  parties  must  be  put 
in  statu  quo  before  the  agreement  may  be  rescinded; 
that  if  the  plaintifF  can  not  return  or  does  not  offer  to 
return  the  consideration  received  he  can  not  have  the 
contract  set  aside  and  this  is  the  doctrine  of  the  com- 
mon law  courts;^  'and  hence  a  purchaser  can  not  gen- 
erally have  the  contract  rescinded  where  he  has  con- 
sumed the  goods  either  in  whole  or  in  part^ 

But  many  of  the  modern  cases  are  to  the  effect  that 
equity  will  rescind  an  agreement  obtained  by  fraud 
without  requiring  an  absolute  return  before  suit 
wherever  such  a  return  would  operate  to  enhance  the 


'Peterson  v.  R.  Co..  38  Minn.  511 ;  Clouf^b 
V.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  3S:  IJndsey  Pet.  Co. 
V.  Hurd,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  240;  Gillespie  v. 
Moon,  8  Johns.  Ch.  5S5,  7  Am.  Dec.  559; 
Collins  V.  Townsend,  5^^  Cal.  608:  Pence  v. 
Lan^don.  M  U.  S.  578;  Bell  y.  Keepers,  39 
Kan.  105;  St  John  v.  Hendrickson,  81  111. 
450;  Darmlee  v.  Adolph,  28  Ohio  St.  10; 
Willoughby  v.  Moulton,  47  N.  H.  265; 
Wbitcomb  V.  Denio,  52  Vt.  888:  Smith's 
Case,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  004;  Brown  v.  Norman, 
65  Mass.  867,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  608;  Baker  v. 
Lever,  67  N.  Y.  804,  83  Am.  Rep.  117:  Bosi- 
wick  y.  Ins.  Co..  92  N.  W.  Rep.  846  (Wis.). 

♦Udell  V.  Atherton,  4  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  797; 
Thurston  v.  Blanchard,  22  Pick.  18,  88  Am. 
Dec.  700;  Snow  y.  Alley,  144  Mass.  646,  11 
N.  E.  Rep.  764,  50  Am.  Rep.  119;  Tounf? 
Bros.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Young,  111  Mich.  118, 
09  N.  W.  Rep.  258;  Carlton  v.  Halett,  49 
Minn.  306,  51  N.  W.  Rep.  l^SS:  Esies  v. 
Reynolds.  75  Mo.  iW);  Dayton  Bank  v.  Kus- 
woer,  91  Wis.  166,  52  N.  W.  Rep.  848. 

sBabcock  v.  Lawson.  4  Q.  B.  D.  894: 
Scheuer  v.  GoeCter,  108  Ala.  ^18,  14  South. 
Rep.  774;  Moore  v.  Moore,  112  Ind.  149.  13 
N.  B.  Rep.  073,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  170;  HofT. 
man  v.  Noble,  6  Mete.  68.  89  Am.  Dec.  711; 
Rowley  V.  Bigelow,  18  Pick  807,  88  Am. 
Dec.  607:  Greenville  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Cook  Carriage  Co.,  70  Miss.  587.  18  South. 
Kep.  598;  Jones  y.  Christian,  86  Va.  1017, 11 
S.  E.  Rep.  984. 


I  Samples  v.  Guyer,  180  Ala.  611 ,  24  South. 
Rep.  948;  Freeman  y.  Kleffer,  101  Cal.  854, 
85  Pac.  Rep.  767;  Stodder  v.  Southern 
Granite  Co.,  99  Ga.  59%,  87  S.  E.  Rep.  174; 
Howe  Mach.  Co.  v.  Rosine,  87  III.  10^; 
Smith  v.  Doty,  24  111.  168;  Citizens  St.  R. 
Co.  V.  Horton,  18  Ind.  App.  &35,  48  N.  E. 
Rep.  28;  Cookinfifham  y.  Dusa,  41  Kan.  829, 
21  Pac.  Rep.  270;  Cameal  v.  May,  2  A.  K. 
Marsh.  .'^87,  12  Am.  Dec.  458;  Estabrook  v. 
Swett,  116  Mass.  807:  Evans  v.  Gale.  17  N. 
H.  678, 43  Am.  Dec.  614;  Douffhten  v.  Cam- 
den Bids:.,  etc..  Assn.,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  556.  4 
Atl.  Rep.  479;  Francis  v.  R.  Co.,  108  N.  Y. 
08, 15  N.  E.  Rep.  192;  Friend  Bros.  Cloth- 
ioff  Co.  V.  Hulbcrt.  98  Wis.  183,  78  N.  W. 
Rep.  784. 

«  Udell  V.  Atherton,  7  H.  A  N.  172,  4  L. 
T.  Rep.  N.  S.  797;  Clark  v.  Dickson.  E.  B. 
&  E.  148.  But  one  is  not  required  to  return 
a  thinff  utterly  worthless  (Bassett  v.Brown, 
105  Mass.  551),  as  for  example  a  forg^ed 
note.  Haase  v.  Mitchell,  58  Ind.  218.  So 
where  the  property  is  diminished  in  value 
by  reason  of  the  use.or  has  been  necessarily 
destrojred  or  diminished  in  discovering:  the 
fraud,  it  need  not  be  returned.  Goodrich  v. 
Lathrop,94  Cal.66, 29  Pac.  Rep.  329.  88  Am. 
St.  Rep.  91:  Gatlin^  v.  Newell.  9  Ind.  572; 
Baker  v.  Lever,  67  N.  Y.  804,  28  Am.  Rep. 
117-  Smith  V.  Love,  64  N.  C.  489;  Camp- 
bell Printing  Press,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Marsh,  20 
Colo.  22,  86  Pac.  Rep.  799. 
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completeness  of  the  fraud  or  abandon  the  little  indem- 
nity that  already  exists.® 

"It  Is  true,  as  a  general  proposition  of  law,  that  one,  who  is  in- 
duced by  fraud  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  another,  must,  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  discovering  the  fraud,  notify  the  other  party 
of  its  rescission,  and  restore  to  him  whatever  consideration  he  has 
received  under  it.  But  he  Is  not  bound  to  restore  to  the  other  party 
what  he  has  received  under  it,  where  the  other  party  is  indebted  to 
him  in  a  larger  amount."  * 

§257.    Recapture. 

Without  the  aid  of  the  law,  a  person  defrauded  of 
his  property  may  take  possession  of  at  by  recapture,  if 
he  is  able  to  do  so  without  committing  a  trespass  or 
doing  unnecessary  violence  or  committing  a  breach  of 
the  peace.^ 


D. 


DURESS. 


§258.    Duress  Defined. 

Duress  is  that  degree  of  constraint  or  danger,  either 
actually  inflicted  or  threatened  and  impending,  which 
is  sufficient  in  severity  or  in  apprehension  to  overcome 
the  mind  of  a  person  of  ordinary  firmness.^ 

An  agreement  made  under  duress  is  voidable;^  and 
the  limitations  to  the  right  to  rescind  for  fraud,*  apply 
to  agreements  voidable  for  duress. 


^  O'Brcin  v.  R.  Co.,  89  Iowa  644,  57  N. 
W.  Rep.  425;  Kley  v.  Healy.  127  N.  Y.  555, 
28  N.  E.  Rep.  693-  Allerton  v.  Allerton,  50 
N.  Y.  670;  Sprinjffield  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hull,  51 
Ohio  St.  270,  37  N.  E.  Rep.  1116. 

*  Gtrard  v.  St.  Louis  Car  Wheel  Co.,  46 
Mo.  (App.)  105. 

^  Hodfirdon  y.  Hubbard,  18  Vt.  504,46  Am. 
Dec.  117.  See  note  to  Van  Wren  v.  Flvnn, 
21  Cent.  L.  J.  49;  Com.  y.  Donahue/  148 
Mass.  fi29^  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  591;  Barnes  v. 
Martin,  15  Wis.  240,  82  Am.  Dec.  673,  note. 
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'  Brown  v.  Pierce,  7  Wall.  205;  Blair  v. 
Coffman,  2  Ovarl.  176,  5  Am.  Dec.  659; 
Batavian  Bank  y.  North,  114  Wis.  687,  90 
N.  W.  Rep.  1018. 

a  Stoffer  v.  Latshaw,  2  Watts,  187,  27 
Am:  Dec.  297;  Fisher  v.  Shattuck,  17  Pick. 
252;  Breek  v.  Blanchard,  22  Conn.  303; 
Shenk  v.  Phelps.  6  111.  (App.)  612. 

*  See  ante,  $  255.  Thus  the  right  to  ayoid 
the  agreement  may  be  lost  by  yoluntarily 
acting  upK>n  it  after  the  party  is  free  from 
the  duress.  Ormes  v.  Beadel,  2  De  G..  F.  & 
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Duress,  according  to  the  older  decisions,  is  of  two 
kinds,  viz.:  (1)  Duress  by  imprisonment,  and  (2) 
duress  per  minas.^ 

§259.     Duress  of  Imprisonment. 

Duress  of  imprisonment  arises  where  a  person  is 
actually  imprisoned  for  an  improper  purpose  without 
just  cause,^  for  a  just  cause  without  lawful  authority,^ 
and  for  a  just  cause  and  under  proper  authority  but 
for  an  improper  purpose.'  Therefore  it  is  only  where 
the  imprisonment  is  with  lawful  authority,  for  a  just 
cause,  and  for  a  proper  purpose,  that  it  can  not  be 
called  duress."*  Imprisonment  is  the  restraint  of  one's 
liberty,  whether  in  prison  or  elsewhere,  for  "every  re- 
straint of  the  liberty  of  a  freeman  is  an  imprisonment, 
although  he  be  not  within  the  walls  of  a  common 
prison.'"^ 

§260.     Duress  Per  Minus — At  Common  Law. 

Duress  per  minus  arises  when  a  person  is  threatened 
with  loss  of  life,  or  with  loss  of  limb,  or  with  mayhem, 
or  with  imprisonment.^ 


J.  888:  Ferrari  v.  Board  of  Health,  24  Fla. 
490,  5  South.  Rep.  1;  Barlle  v.  Brenifrer, 
37  Iowa  189;  Sornborfrer  v.  Sanford,34  Neb. 
496,  68  N.  W.  Rep.  868;  Sanford  v.  Sorn- 
bor&rer,  93  Neb.  295,41  N.  W.  Rep.  1102. 
And  the  rights  of  third  parties  may  be  sup- 
erior. Deputy  V.  Stapleford,  19  Cal.  802; 
Fairbanks  v.  Snow,  145  Mass.  1.V).  18  N.  E. 
Rep.  696, 1  Am.  St.  Rep.  446;  Thompson 
V.  Niggley,  58  Kan.  664,  &*>  Pac.  Rep.  ^90. 

4  Brown  v.  Pierce  7  Wall.  205. 

1  Sharon  v.  Gainer,  46  Conn.  189;  Schom- 
mer  v.Farwell,  66  111.  542:  Tavlor  v.Jaques, 
106  Mass.  291;  Holbrook  V.  Cooper,  44 
Mich.  873,  6  N.  W.  Rep.  880;  Foley  v. 
Greene,  14  R.  I.  618.  51  Am.  Kep.  419; 
Piccrce  v.  Brown,  7Wan.  206. 

5  Coffelt  V.  Wise,  62  Ind.  451;  Thompson 
▼.  Lockwood.  15  Johns.  256;  Brown  v. 
Pierce,  7  Wall.  205. 

»  Hatter  v.  Greenlee,  1  Port.  222,  26  Am. 
Dec.  H70;  Waikins  v.  Baird,  6  Mass.  506,  4 
Am.  Dec   170:  Guillcaume  v.  Rowc,  91  N. 


Y.  268.  46  Am.  Rep.  141;  Phelps  v.  Zuschlasr, 
84  Tex.  271;  Pierce  v.  Brown.  7  Wall. 
205. 

*  Baker  v.  Morton,  12  Wall.  150:  Brown 
V.  Pierce,  7  Wall.  216;  Fay  v.  Oailey,  6 
Wis.  45;  Bane  v.  Detrick,52  111.  26;  Waikins 
v.Bafrd,  6  Mass.  506,  4  Am.  Dec. 170;  Phelps 
V.  Zuschlag,  84  Tex.  871;  Holmes  v.  Hill, 
19  Mo.  159.  Thus  it  is  an  abusfc  of  criminal 
process  to  resort  to  it  for  the  purpose  of 
coercinfjf  the  payment  of  a  private  debt  or 
denCiand.  Bane  v.  Detrick,  52  111.  19:  Shenk 
V.  Phelps,  6  111.  App,  612;  Osborn  v.  Robb- 
ins,  86  N.  Y.  865;  Harris  v.  Carmody.  ISl 
Mass.  51;  Hullhorst  v.  Scharner.  15  Neb. 
57;  Schoener  v.  Lissauer,  107  N.  Y.  111. 

s  Leake,  Contr.  861. 

'  U.  S.  V.  Huckabee,  16  Wall.  414;  Brown 
V.  Pierce,  7  Wall.  206;  Barte  v.  Detrick,  52 
111.  19;  Bush  V.  Brown,  49  Ind.  578,  19  Am. 
Rep.  695;  Hullhorst  y.  Scharner,  16  Neb. 
57, 17  N.W.  Rep.  269. 
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But  a  mere  threat  of  imprisonment  is  not  legal  du- 
ress; there  must  be  a  reasonable  ground  for  apprehen- 
sion that  the  threats  will  be  carried  into  execution,  and 
it  must  also  appear  that  the  threats  operated  upon  the 
mind  of  the  party  so  as  to  overcome  his  will.*  There- 
fore a  threat  to  prosecute  at  some  indefinite  time  in  the 
future  is  not  duress.' 

A  promise  is  not  voidable  for  duress  which  is  made 
in  consideration  of  the  release  of  goods  from  detention. 
Duress  of  or  menace  to  the  person,  it  is  said,  is  a  con- 
straining force,  which  not  only  takes  away  the  free 
agency,  but  may  leave  no  room  for  appeal  to  the  law 
for  a  remedy;  a  man,  thereforie,  is  not  bound  by  the 
agreement  which  he  enters  into  under  such  circum- 
stances; but  the  fear  that  goods  may  be  taken  or  in- 
jured does  not  deprive  any  one  of  his  free  agency  who 
possesses  that  ordinary  degree  of  firmness  which  the 
law  requires  all  to  exert."*  This  distinction  is  well  set- 
tled in  the  common  law. 


til 


'This  seeming:  anomaly  In  our  law,  where  on  the  same  facts  money 
paid  can  be  recovered,  while  one  who  has  made  a  contract  has  no 
defence  thereto  and  must  perform  the  same,  Is  a  striking  Illustration 
not  only  of  the  difference  between  legal  and  equitable  principles,  but 
also  of  the  importance  of  keeping  the  distinction  between  law  and 
equity  clearly  In  mind.  The  decision  that  in  a  court  of  law  a  de- 
fendant who  contracted  for  a  consideration  to  pay  money  to  prevent 
the  wrongful  taking  or  detention  of  his  goods  had  no  defence  to  the 
contract,  was  perfectly  sound,  for  the  reason  that  such  acts  did  not 
constitute  duress  at  law,  and  a  common  law  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion over  a  mere  equity  existing  in  favor  of  the  defendant  Nor  was 
this  decision  inconsistent  with  the  ruling  that  money  paid  in  the 


t  Harmon  v.  Harmon,  61  Me.  227, 14  Am. 
Rep.  fi56t  Fianigan  v.  Minneapolis,  36 
Minn.  406.  81  N.  W.  Rep.  359;  Buchanan  v. 
Sahlein,  9  Mo.  App.  S6S;  Bodlne  v.  Mor- 

fan,  87  N.  I.  Eq.  426:  Dunham  v.  Griswold, 
00  N.  Y.  284,  8  N.  E.  Rep.  78;  Kruschkc  v. 
Stefan,  88  Wis.  873,  58  NT  W.  Rep.  679. 

sHorton  y.  Bloedorn,  87  Neb.  666,  56  N. 
W.  Rep.  821. 
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4Skeate  v.  Benle,  11  Ad.  &  BU.  890:  Re 
Mcytr,  106  Fed.  Rep.  826:  McClair  v.  Wil- 
son, 18  Colo.  82,  31  Pac.  Rep.  502;  Bane  v. 
Detrich,  52  III.  19;  Hazelrigg  v.  Donaldson 
2  Met.  446;  U.  S.  v.  Huckat^,  16  Wall.  414 
Brown  v.  Pierce,  7  Wall.  906;  Horton  v 
Bloedorn,  87  Neb.  666,  56  N.  W.  Rep.  821 
Guilleaume  v.  Rowe,  94  N.  Y.  268,  46  Am. 
Rep.  141.    As  to  money  paid  for  the  release 
of  goods,  see  ante,  }  92. 
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same  circumstances  could  be  recovered  in  the  count  for  money  had 
and  received.  In  the  count  for  money  had  and  received  the  court 
dealt  confessedly  with  equitable  principles,  and  the  simple  question 
was  whether  the  circumstances  were  such  that  equitably  the  defend- 
ant should  restore  to  the  plaintiff  that  which  he  had  received.  When, 
however,  a  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  on  a  contract,  the  sole  ques- 
tion before  the  court  was  whether  the  facts  pleaded  by  the  defendant 
constituted  duress  at  law."' 

In  accordance  with  the  idea  of  the  common  law 
courts  that  duress  must  amount  to  a  constraint  which 
is  imminent  and  without  immediate  means  of  preven- 
tion, and  such  as  would  operate  on  a  person  of  con- 
stancy of  mind  and  firmness  of  purpose,®  mere  advice, 
direction,  influence  or  persuasion  was  not  legal  duressJ 
Nor  was  a  threat  to  withhold  payment  of  a  debt,  or  to 
refuse  performance  of  a  contract,  or  to  do  an  injury 
which  may  be  at  once  redressed  by  legal  process.® 

§261.     8am€ — The  Modern  Rule. 


After  some  attempt  to  modify  the  old  rule  that  l^al 
duress  existed  only  where  there  was  such  a  threat  of 
danger  to  the  object  of  it  as  was  sufficient  to  deprive  a 
constant  and  courageous  man  of  his  free  will,  so  aa  to 
make  the  standard  that  of  a  man  of  ordinary  firmness,^ 
the  modern  cases  recognize  no  legal  standard  of  resist- 
ance but  make  the  test  simply  this :  did  the  oppression 
deprive  the  party  of  the  exercise  of  his  free  will,^  and 
they 


<fi 


'Consider  the  quality  of  the  contracting  mind,  and  therefore 
hold  the  apparent,  yet  unreal,  consent  of  a  subject  or  timid  person. 


s  Keener,  Quasi  Contr.,  496. 

•Miller  ▼.  Miller.  68  Pa.  St.  486:  Wallach 
V.  Hoexter,  17  Abb.  N.  C.  26;  French  v. 
Shoemaker.  14  Wall.  332:  Harmon  v.  Har- 
mon, 61  Me.  237;  Bane  v.  Detrick,  58  111.  27. 

7 Barren  v.  French,  1  Conn.  854,  6  Am. 
Dec.  241;  Batavia  Bk.  v.  North,  114  Wis. 
687,  90  N.  W.  Rep.  1016. 

•Miller  y.  Miller,  68  Pa.  St.  486;  McCor- 
mack  V.  Dalton,  68  Kas.  146,  36  Pac.  Rq>. 
1118;  Doyle  v.  Trinity  Church,  138  N.  Y. 


172.  81  N.  E.  Rep.  221;  Goebel  v.  Linn,  47 
Mich.  489. 11  N.  W.  Rep.  284.  41  Am.  Rep. 
723;  HacKley  v.  Headley,  46  Mich.  669.  8 
N.  W.  Rep.  611;  Bancroft  v.  Bancroft.  110 
Cal.  874,  40  Pac.  Rep.  488,  42  Pac.  Rep.  896; 
Alexander  v.  Trufant,  84  S.  W.  Rep.  152 
(Tex.). 

^  See  the  cases  collected  by  me  in  9  Cyc. 
445-160. 

sBrown  v.  Pierce,  7  Wall.  205;  Hartford 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kirkpatrick,  111  Ala.  456, 
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or  person  of  Inferior  Intellect,  as  inyalid  as  tliat  of  the  strongest 
and  most  independent  understanding,  thongh  the  latter  would  not 
have  been  enthralled  when  the  former  was."* 

Under  this  doctrine  threats  of  a  mere  battery*  or  of 
injury  to  or  withholding  of  property*  may  amount  to 
duress.  And  so  wherever  the  parties  are  not  at  arm's 
lengthy  but  one  of  them  is  in  a  position  to  dictate^  the 
courts  will  treat  agreements  which  are  influenced  by 
threats  of  injury  to  or  withholding  of  property  as  made 
under  duress.® 


§262.     Who  Must  Impose  Duress. 

The  duress  must  be  inflicted  or  threatened  by  the 
other  party  to  the  contract,  or  else  by  one  acting  with 
his  knowledge  and  for  his  advantage,  for  duress  by  a 
third  person  will  not  avoid  a  contract  made  with  a 
party  who  was  not  cognizant  of  it^ 

§263.     Must  Afect  Promisor. 

A  contract  entered  into  in  order  to  relieve  a  third 
person  from  duress  is  not  voidable  on  that  ground.^  The 
subject    of    the    duress    must    be    the    contracting 


20  South.  Rep.  661 ;  Love  v.  State,  78  Ga. 
66,  8  S.  E.  Rep.  893,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  334; 
Galusha  v.  Sherman,  106  Wis.  268,  81  N.  W. 
Rep.  494;  Wulff  v.  Bluhm,  96  Wis.  257.  70 
N.  VV.  Rep.  73,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  116;  Dayton 
City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kusworm,  91  wis.  166, 
64  N.  W.  Rep.  848;  Radick  v.  Hutchins.  95 
U.  S.  210;  Nebraska  Mut.  Assn.  v.  Klee,  97 
N.  W.  Rep.  476  (Neb.);  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Serfjreant,  91  N.  W.  Rep.  595  (Neb.). 

•Bishop  Contr.,  §719. 

*  Brown  v.  Pierce,  7  Wali.  205. 

5  Fuller  V.  Roberts,  36  Fla.  110,  17  South. 
Rep.  859;  Spaids  v.  Barrett,  67  111.  289, 11 
Am.  Rep.  10;  McCormick  v.  Dalton,  68 
Kan.  146,  35  Pac.  Rep.  1113;  Hackley  v. 
Headlcy,  45  Mich.  567,  8  N.  W.  Rep.  511; 
Wilkerson  y.  Hood,  66  Mo.  App.  491:  Mc- 
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Phcrson  v.  Cox,  86  N.  Y.  472:  Oliphant  v. 
Minkham,  79  Tex.  543,  16  S.  W.  Rep.  569, 
28  Am.  St.  Rep.  363;  Loneiran  v.  Baford, 

148U.  S.  681. 

6 See  cases  cited  in  9  Cyc.  461-412. 

iCompton  V.  Bunker  Hill  Bk.,  96  111.  801. 
86  Am.  Rep.  147:  Fightniaster  v.  Levi,  17 
S.  W.  Rep.  195,  13  Ky.  L.  Rep,  412;  Fair 
banks  v.  Snow,  145  Mass.  153, 18  N.  E.  596 
1  Am.  St.  Rep.  446;  Sherman  v.  Sherman, 
00  N.  Y.  Suppl.  414-  Dimmitt  v.  Robbins 
74  Tex.  441.  12  S.  W.  Rep.  94. 

1  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.    &   Pr.,    §  2867 
Plummer  V.  People,  16  111.  858,402;  Solinger 
V.  Earle.  88  N.  Y.  398;  Spauldingr  v.  Craw- 
ford, 27  Tex.    15i;    Barrett  v.    Mabnken,  6 
Wyo.  461,  48  Pac.  Rep.  202. 
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party  himself,^   or  his  wife,   or  her  husband,  parent,, 
child,^  or  near  relative.* 


E. 


UNDUE  INFLUENCE. 

§264.     Wfiat  is  ''Undue  Influence.'' 

"Undue  influence  consists  of  acts  which,  though  not 
fraudulent,  amount  to  an  abuse  of  the  power  which  cir- 
cumstances have  given  to  the  will  of  one  individual 
over  that  of  another.'^^  Fraud  and  Undue  Influence 
are  nearly  allied,  the  latter  being  an  extension  made  by 
equity  of  the  former  word  as  descriptive  of  an  act  of 
bad  faith  or  deceit.  Courts  of  equity  looking  beyond 
deflnite  false  and  fraudulent  statements,  have  inferred 
from  a  long  cojirse  of  conduct,  from  the  peculiar  rela- 
tions of  the  parties,  or  from  the  circumstances  of  one 
of  them,  that  an  unfair  advantage  has  been  taken  of  the 
promisor,  and  that  his  promise  ought  not  in  equity  to 
bind  him.  The  taking  of  such  an  unfair  advantage  is 
sometimes  called  Fraud;  but  it  is  more  convenient,  for 
the  purpose  of  distinguishing  it  from  the  kind  of  Fraud 
with  which  we  have  already  dealt,  to  call  it  the  exer- 
cise of  "Undue  Influence." 

Equity  will  not  interfere  because  by  argument,  solici- 
tation or  persuasion  one  person  has  obtained  the  con- 
sent of  another  to  an  agreement^ — it  must  appear  that 


<  Where  a  husband  threatened  that  unless 
his  wife  signed  his  note  as  surety  he  would 
poison  himself;  this  was  held  not  duress. 
Wright  V.  Remington,  41  N.  J.  (L.)  48,  32 
Am.  Rep.  180. 

sSolinger  v.  Earle,82N.  Y.  3OT;  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kirk,  90  Pa.St.  51;  Harris  v.  Car- 
mody.  181  Mass.  61,  41  Am.  Rep.  188;  Foley 
V.  Greene.  14  R.  I.  618,  51  Am.  Rep.  410; 
Kocourek  v.  Marak,  54  Tex.  2v>l,  88  Am. 
Rep.  628:  McCoy  v.  Green,  83  Mo.  676: 
Nevada  Bank  v.  Bryan,  62  Iowa,  42; 
Dayton  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kusworm,  88 
Wis.  188,59  N.  W.  Rep.  964. 


4  In  Schultz  V.  Catlin,  78  Wis.  6ll,  47  N. 
W.  Rep.  046.  threats  made  to  a  brother, 
and  by  him  at  plaintiff's  request  commun- 
icated to  his  sister  in  order  to  secure  her 
signature  to  a  note  to  compound  the  felony 
were  held  to  constitute  duress  of  the  sis- 
ter, for  which  she  might  avoid  the  note. 
Davis  V.  Luster,  64  Mo.  43. 

^  Holland  Jurisprudence,  289. 

*  Schofield  v.  Walker,  58  Mich.  96,  24  N. 
W.  Rep.  624:  Latham  v.  Udell,  38  Mich.  388; 
Bowdoin  College  v.  Merritt,  75  Fed.  Rep. 
460. 
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he  has  dominated  the  other's  will  to  such  an  extent  as 
to  destroy  free  agency  or  to  constrain  him  to  do  against 
his  will  what  he  is  unable  to  refuse.' 

An  agreement  may  be  avoided  on  the  ground  of  un- 
due influence  when  one  of  the  parties  has  induced  the 
other  to  enter  into  it  by  the  unconscientious  use  of 
power  afforded  by:  (a)  The  family,  fiduciary  or  confi- 
dential relations  subsisting  between  them,  (b)  The 
mental  weakness  of  the  other,  or  (c)  The  necessities  of 
the  other. 

In  these  three  cases  the  position  of  the  parties  raises 
a  presumption  of  undue  influence  and  the  transaction 
will  not  be  allowed  to  stand,  unless  the  person  claiming 
the  benefit  of  it  is  able  (and  the  burden  is  on  him  to 
do  so)  to  repel  the  presumption  by  showing  that  it 
was  in  point  of  fact  fair,  just  and  reasonable.*  This 
reverses  the  position  of  parties  generally,  for 
where  fiduciary  relations  or  mental  weakness  or  other 
undue  influence  is  not  shown,  the  burden  of  proving 
fraud  is  on  the  plaintiff  who  seeks  to  rescind  a  con- 
tract on  that  ground.*^ 

(a)  Family  or  Confidential  Relations. 
§265.     Introductory. 

The  family  or  fiduciary  or  confidential  relations 
which,  existing  between  contracting  parties,  give  rise 
to  a  presumption  of  undue  influence  are  those  of  hus- 
band and  wife,  parent  and  child,  guardian  and  ward, 
trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  attorney  and  client,  priest 
and  member  of  his  flock,  physician  and  patient  and  any 
other  persons  standing  in  similar  relations. 

s  Cases,  post.  Armstronj^,  84  111.  151;  Jones  v.  Lloyd,  117 

4  Smith  V.  Kay,  7  H.  L.  Gas.  7S0:  Wood-       I**-  W^?  ^^^^  ^-  Bishop,  108  N.  Y.  2B.  . 
bury  V.  Woodbury,  141  Mass.  889;  Ward  v.  »  Cooper  v.  Reilly,  68  N.  W.  Rep.  88B. 
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§266.    Husband  and  Wife. 

Husband  and  wife  occupy  towards  each  other  a  fidu- 
ciary relation  of  the  most  confidential  character,  which 
requires  the  utmost  good  faith  between  them,  and  a  gift 
or  conveyance  from  the  wife  to  the  husband  is  r^arded 
with  suspicion  and  to  be  supported  must  be  free  from 
any  fraud  or  undue  influence.^ 

§267.     Parent  and  Child. 

Gifts  and  conveyances  from  a  child  to  a  parent  are 
not  favored.^  While  an  adult  child  may  make  a  bind- 
ing transfer  or  conveyance  of  property  to  the  parent, 
any  such  transfer  by  way  of  gift  or  improvident  con- 
tract made  just  after  attaining  majority,  or  while  in 
general  under  undue  parental  control  and  influence, 
will  be  jealously  watched  by  courts  of  equity.*  The 
same  doctrine  holds  true  of  a  transfer  or  conveyance  to 
an  adult  child  tainted  with  undue  influence  over  an 
aged  or  infirm  parent.^  Whether  child  or  parent  be 
the  weaker  party,  the  transaction  must,  in  order  to 
stand,  be  free  from  fraud  or  undue  influence  on  both 
sides,  and  made  in  good  faith ;  or  equity  will  readily  set 
it  aside.* 


t  Swiashelm's  Appeal,  56  Pa.  St.  476,  M 
Am.  Dec.  107;  Boyd  ▼.  Dc  la  Montag- 
nie,  73  N.  Y.  408,  29  Am.  Rep.  197;  HolPis 
V.  Francis.  6  Tex.  195,  Bl  Am.  Dec.  760; 
Campbell's  Appeal.  80  Pa.St.296;  Smyley  v. 
Reese,  5S  Ala.  89,  25  Am.  Rep.  696;  Scarbo- 
rough V.  Watkins,  9  B.  Mon.  540.  60  Am. 
Dec.  689;  Darlington's  Appeal,  87  Pa.  St. 
510;  Goldlng  ▼.  Golding,  82  Ky.  61;  Ilgen- 
fritz  V.  Ilgenfritz,  116  Mo.  429,  22  S.  W. 
Rep.  786:  Achilles  v.  Achilles,  151  111.186. 
37  N.  B.  Rep.  698. 

1  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  8  How.  183:  Miskey'a 
Appeal,  107  Pa.  St.  611;  Jennings  v.  Pye. 
18  Pet.  211 ;  Berkmeyer  ▼.  Kellerman,  82 
Ohio  St.  239;  Brown  v.  Burbank,  64  Cal.  99; 
McKinney  v.  Hensley,  74  Mo.  826. 


>  Berger  v.  Udall,  81  Barb.  9;  Summers 
V.  Coleman,  80  Mo.  488;  Swing  ▼.  Wilson, 
81  N.  E.  Rep.  66  (Ind.);  Noble  v.  Moses,  81 
Ala.  680, 60  Am.  Rep.  175. 

>  Highberger  v.  Stiffler.  21  Md.  888.  88 
Am.  Dec.  6M;  Graham  v.  Burch.  44  Minn. 
89:  Goldsmith  v.  Goldsmith.  89  N.  B.  Rep. 
1067  (N.  Y.);  Bdwards  v.  Bdwards,36  S.  W. 
Rep.  1088  (Tex.);  Chambers  v.  Broey,  09  N. 
W.  Rep.  1016  (la.);  Teegarden  v.  Lewis, 
44  N.  E.  Rep,  7  (Ind.);  Baur  v.Baur,  38  Atl. 
Rep.  148  (Md.). 

«  Taylor  v.  SUplea,  8  R.  T.  170;  Rider 
V.  Kelso,  .58  Iowa  367;  Miller  ▼.  Simonds,  78 
Mo.  669;  Jacox  v.  Jacox,  40  Mich.  478. 
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§268.     Other  Family  Relationships. 

While  the  relationship  of  huband  and  wife  and  par- 
ent and  child  are  the  two  most  important  in  this  con- 
nection, yet  the  doctrine  we  are  considering  is  not  lim- 
ited to  these  but  extends  to  any  case  in  which  one  mem- 
ber of  a  family  exercises  a  preponderating  influence  in 
the  family  counsels,  either  from  age,  from  character,  or 
from  other  circumstances.^  In  Archer  v.  Hudson,^  a 
young  lady  who  had  just  attained  her  majority  became 
security  for  her  uncle  to  enable  him  to  overdraw  his  ac- 
count at  his  banker^s.  She  was  an  orphan,  and  had  re- 
sided with  her  uncle  for  seven  years  previous  to  the 
transaction.  The  court  adverted  to  the  fact  that  the 
security  was  obtained  through  the  influence  of  a  person 
standing  in  loco  parentis,  from  the  object  of  his  protec- 
tion and  care,  saying  that  it  was  a  transaction  which 
under  ordinary  circumstances  would  not  be  allowed. 

§269.     Guardian  and  Ward. 

The  same  rule  applies  to  transactions  between  guar- 
dian and  ward.^  While  during  the  existence  of  the 
guardianship  the  relative  situation  of  the  partes  im- 
poses a  general  inability  to  deal  with  each  other,^  yet 
courts  of  equity  proceed  further.  They  will  not  per- 
mit transactions  between  guardians  and  wards  to  stand 
even  when  they  have  occurred  after  the  minority  has 
ceased,  and  the  relation  is  thereby  actually  ended,  if 


1  Archer  V.  Hudson,  i  Beav.  651;  Brown  *  Ashton  v.  Thompson,  32  Minn.  85: 
V.  Burbank,  64  Cal.  99;  Berkmcycr  v.  Wickiscr  v.  Cook,85  111.  68:  Garvin  v.Will- 
Kellerman,  S2  Ohio  St.  2')9;  Higbberger  v.  iams.  U  Mo.  465.  50  Mo.  906;  Hopkin  v. 
Stiffler,  81  Md.  888;  Bowe  v.  Bowe,  42  Tobcy,  9  R.  1.  42;  Ferguson  v.  Lowery,  54 
Mich.  196;  Chambers  v.Champers,  189  Ind.  Ala.  510;  Meek  v.  Perry,  86  Miss.  190;  Mc- 
111,38  N.  E.  Rep.  804;  Gillespie  v.  Holl-  Konkey  v.  Cockey,  27  Cent.  L.  J.  478  and 
and,  40  Ark.  28,  48  Am.  Rep.  1.  See  cases  note, 
cited  in  9  Cyc.  456.  a  Snell's  Equity,  408. 

9  Supra. 
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the  intermediate  period  be  short,^  and  the  circum- 
stances do  not  demonstrate  the  fullest  deliberation  on 
the  part  of  the  ward  and  abundant  good  faith  on 
the  part  of  the  guardian.*  A  court  of  chancery  will 
not  permit  one  standing  in  the  place  of  a  guardian  to 
put  himself  in  an  attitude  of  hostility  to  the  interests 
of  his  wards,  nor  to  derive  any  benefit  to  himself  at 
their  loss ;  and  if  a  purchase  by  him  of  the  property  of 
the  wards  during  the  continuance  of  such  relation  can 
be  permitted  to  stand  under  any  circumstances,  it  will 
only  be  upon  his  showing  clearly  that  he  acted  in  the 
utmost  good  faith,  that  the  price  given  was  the  full 
value,  and  that  the  transaction  was  for  the  benefit  of 
the  wards.*^  The  sale  of  property  by  a  guardian  to  his 
ward  may  be  disaffirmed  by  the  ward  after  he  comes  of 
age.  The  ward  may  ignore  the  sale  and  recover  the 
price  and  may  also  claim  from  his  guardian  interest 
upon  the  money  thus  invested.®  And  a  gift  to  the 
guardian  by  the  ward  is  voidable  by  the  latter.'^ 

It  is  said  that  a  more  stringent  rule  has  been  laid 
down  as  to  guardians  than  applies  to  transactions  be- 
tween parent  and  child ;  for  a  guardian  is  not  supposed 
to  be  influenced  by  that  affection  for  his  ward  which 
parents  entertain  toward  their  own  offspring  and  there- 
fore has  no  such  powerful  check  upon  his  selfish  feel- 
ings.® 

§270.     Trtistee  and  Cestui  Que  Tru^t. 

A  trustee  will  not  be  permitted  to  contract  with  or 
purchase  the  trust  estate  from  his  cestui  que  trusty 

*  Waller  V.  Armisted.  2  Leigh,  11,  21  oSchnuleron  Dom.  Rel.,  §887;  Pierce  v. 
Am.  Dec.  MN;  Wriirht  v.  Arnold,  14  B.  Mon  Waring.  1  Ves.  880:  Hylioo  v.  Hylton,  2 
«88,  61  Am.  Dec.  ITS.                                              Ves.  S47;  Hatch  v.  Hatch.  9  Ves.  296;  Hill 

«  Hatch  V.   Hatch,  9  Ves.  267;  Smith  v.  <>"  Trustees,  167. 

Dibrell,  SlTex.  289.96Am.  Dec.  686.  ^   Fox    v.    Macreth.    1    Lead.    Gas.  128; 

»  Mann  v.  McDonald,  10  Hump.  275.  J»|°!«>n7>,G>scoclt,  29  Mo.  191;  Munro  v. 

.  u      .          _,      1     J  in  u    ^  o-»  Allaire,  2  Games  Gas.  183, 2  Am.  Dec.  830; 

•  Hendee  v.  Cleveland,  10  Hump.  275.  Everett  v.  Henry,  67  Tex.  402. 


7  Wade  V.  Pulsifer.  54  Vt.  142. 
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unless  it  clearly  appear  that  there  has  been  no  conceal- 
ment in  the  matter,  and  that  no  advantage  in  any  way 
has  been  taken  by  the  trustee,^  and  all  presumptions 
are  against  its  validity.' 

§271.    Attorney  and  Client. 

While  the  relation  of  attorney  and  client  continues^ 
or  even  after  it  has  been  dissolved/,  pur  chases  made  by 
the  attorney  of  the  client  are  regarded  with  suspicion, 
and  the  attorney,  if  there  are  any  circumstances  of 
fraud,  concealment  or  suspicion  disclosed,  will  be  held 
a  trustee  for  the  client  of  the  property  so  purchased.* 

§272.     Priest  and  Member  of  Flock. 


The  power  which  a  spiritual  adviser  may  acquire 
over  persons  subject  to  his  influence  is  also  looked  upon 
as  raising  the  presumption  of  mala  fides  ;^  so  the  bur- 
den rests  upon  one  claiming  to  be  a  spiritualistic  med- 
ium to  show  that  a  contract  made  by  him  with  one  hav- 
ing implicit  belief  in  the  existence  of  the  powers 
claimed  by  such  medium  was  free  from  undue  in- 
fluence.* 


S  McCanu  v.  Bee,  1  McCord  Ch.  888, 
18  Am.  Dec.  610;  Rtngffold  v.  Rin^frold,  1 
Har.  &  G.  11, 18  Am.  Dec.  261:  Bruch  y. 
Lamz.  2  Rawle,  89S,  21  Am.  Dec.  468;  Ftelb 
V.  Arrowsmith,  3  Hump.  448, 89  Am.  Dec. 
185:  Juzan  v.  Toulmin,  9  Ala.  688,  44  Am. 
Dec.  448;  Buell  v.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa, 
884, 8fi  Am.  Dec.  516;  Migett's  Appeal,  109 
Pa.  St.  520;  Smith  v.  Townshend,  87  Md. 
868, 98  Am.  De<;.  637;  Bryan  v.  Duncan,  11 
Ga.  67. 

B  Lathrop  v.  Pollard,  6  Col.  484:  Beckett 
V.  Tyler,  8  McAr.  319;  Spencer's  Appeal,  8 
Pa.  St.  817. 

^  But  not  before  it  has  begun.  Dockery  y. 
McLellan,  67  N.  E.  Rep.  733. 

2  St.  Legar't  Appeal,  34  Conn.  484,  91 
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Am.  Dec.  736:  Zeigler  y.  Hughes,  55  111.  288; 
Ryan  y.  Ashton,  48  Iowa  365;  Carter  v. 
West,  98  Ky.  811. 19  S.  W.  Rep.  502, 14  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  19]-  McGinn  y.  Tobey,  08  Mich. 
858, 88  N.  W.  Rep.  818. 

*  Hugenin  v.  Baseley,  14  Ves.  Jr.  878; 
Marx  V.  McGlvnn,  88  N.  Y.  367:  Ford  y. 
Hennesey,  70  Mo.  680:  Caspari  y.  First  Ger- 
man Church,  18  Mo.  App.  893;  Rose  y.Con- 
way,  92  Gal.  682.  28  Pac.  Rep.  785;  Finegan 
y.  Theisen,  98  Mich.  173,  58  N.  W.  Rep. 
619;  Corrigan  y.  Pironi,  48  N.  J.  Bq.  607, 
88Atl.  Rep.355. 

2  Connor  y.  Stanley,  78  Cal.  566, 1  .\m. 
St.  Rep.  84;  Thompsnn  y.  Hanks,  14  Fed. 
Rep.  908;  Lyon  y.  Horn,  L.  R.  6Eq.  656. 
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§273.     Physician  and  Patient. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  declared  that  the  relation  of 
physician  and  patient  is  sufficient  to  avoid  contracts 
made  between  them  unless  it  is  plain  that  the  presump- 
tion of  bad  faith  is  repelled  by  the  evidence.^ 

§274.     Other  Cases. 

The  principle  we  are  considering  applies  to  every 
case  where  influence  is  acquired  and  abused  or  where 
confidence  is  reposed  and  betrayed.^  It  has  been  ap- 
plied to  agreements  made  between  persons  engaged  to 
marry,2  between  teacher  and  pupil,^  and  to  a  convey- 
ance made  by  a  man  to  his  mistress.*  In  Smith  v.  Kay^ 
the  defendant  who  was  barely  of  age  had  incurred  lia- 
bilities by  the  contrivance  of  an  older  man  who  had  ac- 
quired a  strong  influence  over  him,  and  who  professed 
to  assist  him  in  a  career  of  extravagance  and  dissipa- 
tion. It  was  held  that  influence  of  this  nature,  though 
it  could  not  be  called  parental,  spiritual,  or  flduciary, 
entitled  him  to  the  protection  of  the  court. 

But  the  mere  fact  that  the  parties  were  friends  is 
not  enough.     Thus  in  a  Connecticut  case  it  is  said : 

"Although  friends  in  fact,  in  law  and  equity  they  were  strangers, 
and  stood  at  arms  length  in  the  matter  of  contract,  for  friendship 
Is  unknown  to  law  or  equity;  In  it  neither  finds  any  relation  Involv- 
ing special  confidence."  * 


^  Dent  V.  Bennett,  4  My.&  Cr.260;  Black- 
ie  V.  Clark,  16  Beav.  dOS;  Cadwallader  v. 
West,  48  Mo.  488;  Audenreid's  Appeal,  8d 
Pa.  St.  Ill,  38  Am.  Rep.  781:  Woodbury  v. 
Woodbury,  141  Mass.  829,  6  N.  B.  Rep.  275, 
fi6  Am.  Rep.  479:  DoKRett  v.  Lane,  12  Mo. 
215;  Boffie  v.  Nolan,  96  Mo.  86,  9  S.  W. 
Rep.  14;  Unrab  v.  Lukens,  166  Pa.  St.  824, 
81  Atl.  Rep.  110. 

^  Smith  ▼.  Kay,  7  H.  L.  Cas.  750;  Morley 
V.  Loasrhman,  1  Cb.  786  (1896);  Cleere  v. 
Cleere,  82  Ala.  581.  8  South.  Rep.  107.  60 
Am.  Rep.  750;  Hall  v.  Perkins,  8  Wend. 
626. 


s  Rockafellow  v.  Newcomb.  57  III.  186; 
Lamb  v.  Lamb,  180  Ind.  278,  80  N.  E.  Rep. 
36;  Russell's  Appeal,  76  Pa.  St.  269. 

s  Courtney  v.  Blackwell,  150  Mo.  245,  61 
S.  W.  Rep.  668. 

«  Leigbton  v.  Orr,  44  Iowa  679:  Hanna 
▼.  Wilcox,  53  Iowa  547,  5  N.  W.  Rep.  717; 
Shipman  v.  Furniss,  69  Ala.  566,  44  Am. 
Rep.  588. 

S7H.  L.  Cas.,  750. 

>  Hemingway  v.  Coleman,  49  Conn.  892. 
And  see  Fish  r.  Cleland,  88  111.  288,  48  I'.l. 
282. 
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§275.    How  Long  Disability  Continues. 

Where  a  relation  of  confidence  is  once  established  it 
will  not  be  considered  as  at  an  end  while  the  influence 
derived  from  it  can  be  reasonably  supposed  to  remain. 
Thus,  the  influence  of  a  parent  or  guardian  or  one  in 
loco  parentis  is  presumed  to  continue  for  some  time  af- 
ter termination  of  the  minority  or  dependence  and  until 
there  is  what  may  be  called  a  complete  emancipation, 
so  that  a  judgment  may  be  formed  independent  of  any 
sort  of  control.^  And  this  principle  applies  to  every 
other  relation  of  confidence.^ 

(b)  Mental  Weakness. 

§276.     Rule  in  this  Case. 

In  a  case  at  law,  as  we  have  seen,  mere  weakness  of 
mind  or  illness  or  monomania  or  intoxication  or  habits 
of  drunkenness  is  no  ground  of  defense  to  an  action  of 
contract,  the  defendant  must  have  been  so  insane  as  not 
to  understand  the  nature  and  effect  of  the  agreement.^ 
And  in  equity  a  difference  in  the  mental  capacity  of 
the  parties  to  a  contract  is  no  ground  for  rescission,  un- 
less one  overreach  the  other  through  his  superior  ca- 
pacity.^ In  equity  however  where  the  mind  is  aflfected 
by  old  age,  illness,  intoxication  or  the  like,  whereby  it 
is  rendered  incapable  of  resisting  undue  pressure,  a 
contract  made  under  such  circumstances  is  made  under 

'  Archer  v.  Hudson,  7  Bcav.  661;  Garvin  ^  Ante,  §  160. 

V  2imo5?^^Mo•Mfl:f«hJin^,*^f^^^^  *  ^oore  v.  (Jross,  87  Tex.  667,  M  S.  W. 

«A«  S  SnS'n  oJ^  •      ^^^    ^'  ^^^^^       Rep.   1051;  Wlllcmin  v.  Dunn.  ^  111.  511; 

son.  32  Minn.  25.  Kimball  v.  Cuddy,  117  111.  218;  Hamilton  v! 

•  Mason  v.  Ringr,  8  Abb.  App.   Dec.  210;       Armstrong,  120  Mo.  697,  25  S.  W.  Rep.  545. 
Rhodes  v.  Bate,  L.  R.  1  Ch.253.  280;  Mitch- 
ell    V.  Homfray,  8  Q.  B.  D.  687;  Henry  v. 
Raiman,  25  Pa.  St.  354. 
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undue  influence,  and  the  other  party  will  be  called  upon 
to  show  the  fairness  of  the  agreement.' 

While  mere  inability  to  read  does  not  disable  one  to 
contract,*  yet  one  dealing  with  a  person  who  can  not 
read  or  write  is  often  called  upon  to  show  that  the  lat- 
ter fully  understood  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the 
writings  upon  which  he  is  sought  to  be  charged.*^ 

(c)  Necessity. 

§277.     Introductory. 

In  the  cases  which  fall  under  this  division,  as  well 
as  those  under  the  last,  (b),  the  element  of  personal  in- 
fluence is  not  present,  but  they  all  possess  these  com- 
mon features:  the  promisor  incumbers  himself  with 
heavy  liabilities  for  the  sake  of  a  small,  or  at  any  rate, 
an  inadequate  present  gain ;  and  the  promisee  takes  ad- 
vantage either  of  the  improvidence  or  physical  and 
moral  weakness,  or  else  of  the  ignorance  and  unpro- 
tected situation,  of  the  promisor.^ 

§278.     Expectant  Heirs. 

An  expectant  heir,  in  real  or  imaginary  need  of 
money  and  exposed  to  the  temptation  of  raising  it  on 
his  expectancy,  is  at  such  a  disadvantage  as  to  be  pecul*- 


>  AUore  ▼.  Jewell.  M  U.  S.  506;  Griffith  v. 
Godey,  118  U.  S.  89;  Moore  v.  Moore.  66 
Cal.  H);  Reed  v.  Peterson,  91  111.  S88:  Cad- 
wallader  v.  West,  48  Mo.  488;  Bell  ▼.Camp- 
bell, 188  Mo.1,  tb  S.  W.  Rep.  861;  Ham- 
iltoo  ▼.  Armstrong,  120  Mo.  697,  26  S.  W. 
Rep.  546;  Armstrong  v.  Logan,  115  Mo.  465, 
89  S.  W.  Rep.  484;  Hall  v.  Rnappenberger, 
97  Mo.  609,  11  S.  W.  Rep.  289;  Harris  ▼. 
Wamsley,  41  la.  671:  Perkins  ▼.  Scott,  23 
la.  887;  Rau  v.  Von  Zedlitz,  182  Mass.  164; 
Rider  v.  Miller,  86  N.  Y.  607;  Card  ▼.  Card, 
69  111.  46;  Varner  v.  Carson,  69  Tex.  803; 
Edwards  ▼.   Edwards,  14  Tex.  Ci v.   App. 


87,  86  S.  W.  Rep.  1080:  Ashmead  ▼.  Rey- 
nolds, 184  Ind.  189.  88  N.  E.  Rep.  768,  8 
Am.  St.  Rep.  388:  Kelly  ▼.  Pevault,  48  Pac. 
Rep.  46  (IdO;  Lillibridfire  ▼.  Allen,  100  lows 
68S,  69  N.  W.  Rep.  1081.  As  to  drunkenn 


21 


see  Stirlinjf  v.  Hinckley,  4  Atl.  Rep.  868 
(Pa.). 

«  Willard  v.  Pinard,  66  Vt.  160,  86  Atl. 
Rep.  67. 

s  Cooke  V.  Lamotte,  16  Beav.  884;  Selden 
V.  Meyers,  80  How.  606;  Jones  v.  Aostln,  17 
Ark.  498. 

^  Anson  Contr.,  168. 
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iarly  liable  to  imposition^  and  to  require  an  extraordi- 
nary degree  of  protection.^  Therefore  if  a  man  takes 
advantage  of  the  present  poverty  of  an  expectant  heir  to 
extort  from  him  an  exorbitant  and  ruinous  rate  of  in- 
terest, he  is  liable  to  have  the  bargain  set  aside,  and  to 
be  remitted  to  his  claim  for  so  much  money  as  he  has  ac- 
tually advanced,  with  the  current  rate  of  interest  upon 
it^ 

§279.    Reversionary  Interests. 

The  English  court  of  chancery  early  adopted  the  rule 
that  the  purchaser  of  any  reversionary  interest  might 
alwfiys  be  called  upon  to  show  that  he  had  given  full 
value  for  his  bargain,  so  that  he  might  not  take  advan- 
tage of  a  man's  present  necessities  to  deprive  him  of  his 
future  estate  without  reasonable  return.^  This  rule, 
so  far  as  it  relates  to  vested  interests,  has  been  denied 
to  be  in  force  in  the  United  States.*  In.  Virginia  it  is 
held  that  mere  inadequacy  of  consideration,  unless  it  be 
so  great  as  to  shock  the  moral  sense,  is  insufficient  to 
avoid  the  sale  of  a  reversionary  interest.'  In  Parmelee 
V.  Cameronj^  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York,  ruled 
that  equity  will  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  undue 
influence,  interfere  to  set  aside  a  sale  by  a  legatee  of  a 
legacy  of  a  fixed  and  certain  sum  of  money,  payable  at  a 
fixed  period  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  with  interest 


1  Aylesford  v.  Morris,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  484; 
Boynton  v.  Hubbard,  7  Mass.  112;  Jenkins 
V.  Pye,  12  Pet.  267;  Mastin  v.  Marlow.  «6 
N.  C.  895;  Bacon  v.  Bonham,  32  N.  J.  (Eq.) 
614;  Parsons  v.  Ely,  45  111.  238;  Chesicrfield 
T.  Jannsen,  1  Lead.  Cas.  in  Bq.  690. 

«  1  Story  Eq.  380;  Jenkins  v.  Pye,  12  Pet. 
241;  Butler  v.  Duncan,  47  Mich.  94.  41  Am. 
Rep.  718,  note;  Hale  v.  Hallon.  90  Tex.  427, 
89  S.  W.  Rep.  287. 

^  Anson  Contr.,  l89;  Chesterfield  v.  Jann- 
sen,  1  Atl.  893;  Benyon  v.  Cook,   L.  R.  10 
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Ch.  389;  Miller  v.  Cook,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  Cas. 

sSee  Cribbins  v.  Markwood,  13  Gratt.495v 
499;  Mayo  v.  Carrinffton,  19  Gratt.  74;  Da- 
vidson V.  Little,  22  Pa.  St.  246;  Parmelee 
V.  Cameron,  41  N.  Y.  392. 

3  Mayo  V.  Carrinirton,  supra,  and  see 
Ruple  V.  Bindley.  91  Pa.  St.  2^:  Bacon  v. 
Bonham,  88  N.  J.  Eq.  617;  Bunch  v.  Hursts 
8  Dessau,  278,  6  Am.  Dec.  661. 

*41  N.  Y.  892. 
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although  such  sale  was  made  some  years  before  the  leg- 
acy was  due,  and  for  an  inadequate  considertion,  and  al- 
though the  legatee  was  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  a  "reck- 
less, dissipated,  improvident  and  weak-minded  young 
man,"  such  a  sale  not  being  within  the  equity  rule  which 
enables  the  court  to  relieve  expectant  heirs,  remainder- 
men and  reversioners  from  disadvantageous  bai^ains, 
where  both  the  amount  or  value  of  the  interest  sold  and 
the  time  of  its  enjoyment  are  uncertain. 

§280.     Lender  and  Borrower. 

Agreements  between  lender  and  borrower  are  scruti- 
nized by  courts  of  equity,  which  refuse  to  enforce  them, 
where  to  do  so  would  be  both  unjust  and  unconscion- 
able.^ Thus  relief  was  given  in  respect  of  a  loan  se- 
cured by  mortgage  and  bearing  interest  at  the  rate  of 
five  per  cent,  per  month  in  advance,  the  court  finding, 
however,  that  the  relation  of  the  parties  was  such  that 
the  lender  had  upon  him  the  duty  of  protecting  the  bor- 
rower.^ No  stipulation  in  a  mortgage  can  aflfect  the 
right  of  the  mortgagor  to  redeem ;  and  a  release  by  the 
mortgagor  after  execution  of  the  mortgage,  of  his 
equity  or  his  interest  in  the  mortgaged  premises  will  be 
viewed  with  suspicion  by  the  court.*  And  on  the  sale 
by  a  mortgagor  of  his  equity  of  redemption  to  the  mort- 
gagee, if  the  mortgagee  take  any  undue  advantage  of 
the  mortgagor,  equity  will  compel  him  to  redeed  the 
property  on  receiving  l^is  debt  and  interst* 


r 


*  Dorrill  v.  Eaton,  86  Mich.  802;  Butler  v. 
Duncan,  47  Mich.  M.  10  N.  W.  Rep.  128.  41 
Am.  Rep.  711;  Hough  ▼.  Hunt,  S  Ohio  496, 
16  Am.  Dec.  6!S7. 

^Brown  v.  Hall,  14  R.  I.  249,  61  Am.  Rep. 
876. 

'See  61  Cent.  L.  J.,  p.  401. 

«Blgelow  on  Fraud,  S&9. 

There  are  a  few  cases  where  a  court  of 
law  has  refused  to  enforce  an  agreement 


because  one  party  was  in  a  position  to  ex- 
act from  the  other  a  ^eater  consideration 
than  what  the  service  was  worth.  See 
Floyer  v.  Edward.  Cowp.  112;  Jestins  v. 
Brooke,  Cowo.  Tft'J;  Cutler  v.  Howe,  8 
Mass.  866;  BaKter  v.  Wales.  12  Mass.  365; 
Green  v.  Tweed.  18  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  487. 
Some  of  these  decisions  may  be  reconciled 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
deavoring to  impose  a  penalty-  See  post, 
§  486.      But  in  a  Kansas  case  where  plain- 
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(d)  ConBideration. 
§281.     Inadequacy  of  Consideration. 

We  have  seen^  that  courts  of  law,  while  requiring 
some  consideration  to  support  a  contract,  will  not  in- 
quire into  its  adequacy.  And  it  is  well  established  that 
mere  inadequacy  of  price  is  in  itself  of  no  more  weight 
in  equity  than  at  law*  that  while  it  may  be  evidence  of 
fraud,  yet  standing  alone,  it  is  not  conclusive  evidenca* 
But  while  mere  inadequacy  of  consideration  is  insuffi- 
cient evidence  of  fraud  or  undue  influence,  still  where 
the  inadequacy  is  so  gross  as  to  shock  the  conscience 
and  common  sense  of  all  men,  it  may  amount  to  proof 
of  fraud.*  And  where  (as  in  the  previous  sections  of 
this  chapter)  the  party  was  not  a  free  agent,  the  fact 
that  the  consideration  was  inadequate  is  a  material  ele- 
ment in  determining  the  court  to  set  the  transaction 
aBida 

(e)  Remedies. 

§282.     Limits  to  Right  to  Rescind. 

The  limitations  upon  the  right  to  rescind  for  fraud 
and  duress^  apply  also  with  one  difference  to  undue  in- 
fluence, the  agreement  being  simply  voidable  and  capa- 


tiff  had  sold  and  transferred  to  the  defend- 
ant a  policy  of  insurance  of  f  1,477.78,  which 
the  insurance  company  was  willing  to  pay 
if  the  plaintiff  would  place  her  signature  to 
the  release  on  the  policy,  and  plaintiff  uk- 
ing  advantage  of  her  assignee's  situation, 
exacted  his  promise  to  pay  her  $477.73  for 
the  writing  her  name,  it  was  held  that  the 
promise  was  not  binding  and  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  only  the  fair  value 
of  her  services  in  writing  her  signature, 
which  was  fixed  by  the  court  at  one  cent. 
CupUce  V.  Kelley,  28  Kan.  474,  27  Kan.  859. 
This  decision  is  clearly  contrary  to  common 
law  principles.  It  is  a  court  making  a  bar- 
gain for  the  parties  which  they  never  in- 
tended to  make.    See  ante,  §  100. 
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1  Ante,  §  100. 

S  Wood  v.  Abroy,  8  Mad.  216;  Stillwell  v. 
Wilkins,  Jac.  280;  Syre  v.  Potter,  15  How. 
42;  Hemingway  v.  Coleman,  49  Conn.  890; 
Copper  v.  Reilly,  68  N.  W.  Rep.  886. 

*  Cockell  V.  Taylor,  16  Beav.  106;  David- 
son V.  Little,  82  Pa.  St.  845:  Barrv  v.  St. 
Joseph's  Hospital,  48  Pac.  Rep.  88  (Cal.). 

*  3  Pomcroy  Eq.  Juris.  987;  Eyre  v.  Pot- 
ter, 15  How.  42;  Parmelee  v.  Cameron,  41 
N.  V.  892;  Juzan  v.  Toulmin.  9  Ala.  602; 
Railroad  v.Commrs.  of  Miami  Co.,  18  Kan. 
488;  Hyer  v.  Little.  80  N.  J.  (Bq.)  443. 

^  Ante,  S  865. 
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ble  of  ratification  by  the  party  influenced.^  This  dis- 
tinction is  that  in  the  case  of  fraud,  so  soon  as  the  fraud 
is  discovered  the  parties  are  placed  on  equal  terms^  and 
an  affirmation  of  the  contract  or  laches  in  setting  it 
aside  binds  the  party  \vho  was  originally  defrauded. 
But  in  the  case  of  undue  influence  it  is  not  a  particular 
statement,  but  a  combination  of  circumstances  which 
constitute  the  vitiating  element  in  the  contract;  and 
unless  it  is  clear  that  the  will  of  the  injured  party  is 
relieved  from  the  dominant  influence  under  which  it 
has  acted,  or  that  the  imperfect  knowledge  with  which 
he  entered  into  the  contract  is  supplemented  by  the  ful- 
lest assistance  and  information,  affirmation  or  laches 
will  not  be  allowed  to  bind  him.* 


SDent  V.  Long,  90  Ala.  178,  7  South. 
Rep.  040*  Burt  v.  Quisenberry,  182  111.  386, 
94  N.  E.  Rep.  628;  Dayton  City  Nat.  Bank 
▼.  KuBworm,  91  Wis.  166,  64  N.  W.  Rep. 
848;  OXallahanv.  Lowndes,  66  Fed.  856; 
Kent  ▼.  Quicksilver  Mining  Co.,  78  N.  Y. 
189. 

*  Moxon  ▼.  Payne,  8  Ch.  881;  Saverv  v. 
King,  H.  L.  Cas.  664^ontgomery  v.  Per- 
kins, 116  Mass.  SS7;  Wade  v.  Pulsifer,  61 


Vt.  46;  McClure  v.  Lewis,  7S  Mo.  814;  Bell 
V.  Campbell.  123  Mo.  1,  26  S.  W.  Rep.  860; 
Rauv.  Von  Zedlitz,  133  Mass.  164.  The 
presumption  of  undue  Influence  does  not 
cease  because  the  child  or  the  ward  has 
become  of  age,  or  other  confidential  rela- 
tions have  come  to  an  end.  Archer  v.  Hud- 
son, 7  Beav.  781;  Mason  v.  Ring,  8  Abb. 
Dec.  210,  2  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  822;  Henry  v. 
Raiman,  26  Pa.  St.  864,  64  Am.  Dec.  703. 
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(a)    aqbeshknts  in  breaoh  of  statute. 

284.  Statutory  Prohibition  of  Act. 
286.  Statutes  Merely  Imposing  Penalty. 

286.  Illustrations  of  Agreements  Contrary  to  Statutes. 

287.  Wagers. 

288.  Agreements  for  Future  Delivery  of  Goods. 

289.  Contracts  of  Insurance. 

290.  Sunday  Contracts. 

291.  Works  of  Necessity  or  Charity. 

292.  Agreements  Partly  Made  on  Sunday. 

293.  Rescission  and  Ratification. 

(B)    aqbeehents  in  breach  of  common  law  rules. 

294.  Introductory. 

295.  Agreements  with  Allen  Bnemles. 

296.  Agreements  to  Commit  Crime. 

297.  Agreements  to  Commit  Civil  Wrong. 

298.  Agreements  to  Defraud  Third  Persons. 

299.  Agents  and  Persons  In  Fiduciary  Relations. 

300.  Frauds  upon  Marital  Rights. 

301.  Agreements    between    Creditor   and    Debtor    affecting 

Surety. 

302.  Agreements  to  Defraud  the  Public. 

303.  Same — ^Auction  Sales. 

304.  Fraud  and  Illegality  Distinguished. 

(c)    agreements  against  public  policy. 

Section  305.  Introductory. 

306.  Agreements  to  Influence  Legislative  Action. 

307.  Agreements  to  Influence  Administrative  and  Executive 

Action. 

308.  Appointment  of  Public  Ofllcers. 

309.  Agreements  Influencing  Elections. 
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310.  Exceptions  to  the  Foregoing  Rules. 

311.  Salaries  of  Public  Officers. 

312.  Agreements  Obstructing  Course  of  Justice. 

313.  Compounding  Criminal  Offenses. 

314.  Agreements  Ousting  Jurisdiction  of  Courts. 

315.  Maintenance  and  Champerty. 

316.  Agreements  to  Refer  to  Arbitration. 

317.  Agreements  against  Good  Morals. 

318.  Agreements  in  Restraint  of  Marriage. 

319.  Marriage  Brokage  Contracts. 

320.  Agreements  to  Facilitate  Divorce. 

321.  Agreements  for  Separation. 

322.  Agreements  in  Restraint  of  Trade. 

323.  The  Rules  in  the  Earlier  Cases. 

324.  The  Modem  Doctrine. 

325.  Other  Cased  of  Lawful  Restraint. 

326.  Combinations  Among  Workmen. 

327.  Combinations  among  Employers  and  Traders. 

328.  Where  Public  Interest  Affected. 

329.  Agreements  Affecting  Duties  Toward  Third  Persons. 

(D)      EFFECT  OF  ILLEGALITY. 

330.  Illegal  Agreement  Void.  • 

331.  Exceptions. 

332.  Circumstances  Affecting  Question  of  Illegality. 

333.  Consideration  or  Promise  Wholly  Illegal. 

334.  Consideration  Legal  but  Promise  Partly  Illegal. 

335.  Consideration  Partly  Illegal. 

336.  Promises  and  Consideration  Severable. 

337.  The  Unlawful  Intention. 

338.  Knowledge  of  Illegal  Intention — The  English  Rule. 

339.  The  American  Rule. 

340.  Exceptions  to  the  American  Rule. 

341.  Agreements  Legal  in    One    Place   but    Illegal    in   An- 

other. 

342.  Agreements  Legal  at  One  Time  but  Illegal  at  Another. 

343.  Securities  Given  on  Illegal  Transaction. 

344.  Distinction   Between   Void,   Voidable   and   Unenforce- 
able. 

§283.     Introductory. 

The  law  imposes  certain  limitations  upon  the  freedom 
of  contract  by  forbidding  and  refusing  to  enforce  cer- 
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tain  kinds  of  agreements.  The  courts  enforce  contracts, 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  but  because  the  law  re- 
gards their  performance  in  general  essential  to  the  wel- 
fare of  the  community,  and  therefore  wherever  it  ap- 
pears that  if  would  be  contrary  to  the  public  welfare  to 
enforce  particular  classes  of  agreements  the  courts  re- 
fuse to  enforce  them.^  The  illegality  may  be  found 
either  in  the  consideration  or  in  the  promise  or  in  the 
purpose  for  which  the  agreement  is  made. 

The  agreements  which  the  law  thus  discourages  and 
forbids  are  of  three  kinds^  viz. :  (a)  those  made  in 
breach  of  a  statute,  (b)  those  made  in  breach  of  some 
rule  of  the  common  law;  (c)  those  contrary  to  public 
policy.  These  three  divisions  will  be  treated  in  this 
chapter,  and  will  be  followed  by  a  consideration  of  (d) 
the  effect  of  such  illegality. 


(a) 


AGREEMENTS  IN  BREACH  OF  STATUTE. 

§284.     Statutory  Prohibition  of  Act. 

Where  a  statute  expressly  prohibits  an  act,  an  agree- 
ment to  perform  or  whose  object  is  to  further  the  doing 
of  the  prohibited  act  is  ill^al  and  void.^  The  same 
rule  obtains  where  the  agreement  is  in  violation  of  a 
statute  although  not  therein  expressly  declared  to  be 


Co.  X15  111, 
r.  Smith, 


1  H&rriman,  Contr.  §  171. 

1  Union  N«t.  B'k  v.  R. 
to8,34  N.  B.  Rep.  139.  Mitchell  ▼. 
1  Binn.  110,  2  Am.  Dec.  417;  Seidenbeoder 
▼.  Charles,  4  Strg.  &  R.  IM,  8  Am.  Dec. 
668;  Gray  v.  Roberts,  S  A.  K.  Marsh.  808, 
18  Am.  Dec.  888;  Johason  v.  Cooper,  2 
Yerg.  624p  S4  Am.  Dec.  506;  Linn  v.  Bank,  3 
111.  87,  35  Am.  Dec  71;  Adams  v.  Hackett,27 
N.  H.  289, 59  Am.  Dec.  876;  Wood  worth  v. 
Bennett,  48  N.  Y.  278,3  Am.  Rep.  706;  Cape- 
hart  V.  Rankin,  8  W.  Va.  571 ;  100  Am.  Dec. 
779*  Tones  v.  BlacUidge,  9  Kan.  662, 18  Am. 
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Rep.  608;  Foley  v.  Speir,  100  N.  Y.  668; 
Levy  V.  Gowdy,  2  Allen,  880:  Miller  v. 
Post,  1  Allen,  484;  Wriiffat  ▼.  Gardner.  98 
Ky.  464,  88  S.  W.  Rep.  688,  85  S.  W.  Rep. 
1116, 17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1845.  Handy  v.  St. 
Paul  Pub.  Co.,  41  Minn.  188;  Couthart  v. 
Congdon,  177  111.  849,  64  N.  B.  Rep.  S48. 
So  a  contract  in  violation  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  whether  made 
bv  the  United  States,  a  Sute  or  an  indi- 
vidual, is  invalid.  Patton  v.  Gilmer,  42 
Ala.  548, 94  Am.  Dec.  666. 


CH.  VII.]         THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT.  §  285 

void.2  And  where  a  statute  prohibits  the  making  of 
agreements  except  in  a  certain  manner,  an  agreement 
made  in  a  different  manner  is  ipso  facto  void.^ 

§285.     Statutes  Merely  Imposing  Penalty. 

Sometimes  a  statute  does  not  prohibit  an  act  but  sim- 
ply imposes  a  penalty  for  so  doing — instead  of  saying 
"no  one  shall  catch  fish  in  nets"  it  says  "whoever  shall 
catch  a  fish  in  a  net  shall  be  fined,  etc,"  The  weight  of 
authority  seems  to  be  that  where  a  statute  pronounces  a 
penalty  for  an  act,  an  agreement  founded  on  such  act  is 
void,  although  the  statute  does  not  in  express  words  pro- 
hibit it^  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  of  Lord  Holt,  in 
an  old  case,  that 

"Every  contract  made  for  or  about  any  matter  or  thing  which  is 
prohibited  and  made  unlawful  by  any  statute,  is  a  void  contract, 
though  the  statute  itself  doth  not  mention  that  it  shall  be  so,  but 
only  inflicts  a  penalty  on  the  offender,  because  a  penalty  implies  a 
prohibition,  though  there  are  no  prohibiting  words  in  the  statute."* 

Some  courts  have  ruled  that  when  the  penalty  is  im- 
posed simply  for  the  protection  of  the  revenue,  aa  where 
the  use  of  documents  or  the  sale  of  goods  not  stamped  is 
penalized,  the  agreement  is  not  iUegal,^  for  the  legisla- 
ture in  passing  such  a  law  "only  desired  to  make  it  ex- 


t  Fowler  v.  Scully,  72  Pa.  St.  456, 18  Am. 
Rep.  699:  Storz  v.  Finklcstein,  46  Neb. 
677,  66  N.  W.  Rep.  196;  Chateau  v.  Singla, 
114  Cal.  91,  46  Pac.  Rep.  1016,  66  Am.  St. 
Rep.  6S. 

9  iEtna  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Harvey,  11  Wit.  694. 

1  Durffin  ▼.  Dyer,  68  Me.  148;  Doe  ▼. 
Burnham,  81  N.  H.  496;  McConnell  v. 
Kitchens,  20  S.  C.  480,  47  Am.  Rep.  845; 
Kleckley  v.  Leyden,  68  Ga.  216;  Thome  v. 
Ins.  Co.,  80  I^i.  St.  16,  21  Am.  Rep.  80; 
"Penninffton  v.  Townsend,  7  Wend.  276; 
Bank  ▼.  Owens,  2  Pet.  027;  Brackett  ▼. 
Hoyt,  20  N.  H.  264;  Roby  v.  West,  4  N.  H. 
286, 17  Am.  Dec.  428;  Madison  ▼.  Ins.  Co., 
t  Ind.  488;  Hale  v.  Henderson,  4  Humph. 
100;  Hallett  v.  Norton,  14  Johns.  378; 
Bllswonh  ▼.  Mitchell.  81  Me.  247;  Down- 
ing   ▼.    Ringer,    7  Mo.    686;   Sharp   v. 


Teese,  9  N.  J.  (L.)  362, 17  Am.  Dec.  479; 
Columbia  Bank  v.  Haldeman,  7  Watts  ft  S. 
288,  42  Am.  Dec.  220;  Harrison  v.  Berkley, 
IStrob.  626,47  Am.  Dec.  578;  Wilson  v. 
Spencer,  1  Rand.  76,  10  Am.  Dec.  491; 
Woods  V.  Armstrong,  64  Ala.  160,  26  Am. 
Rep.  671. 

>  Bartlett  v.  Vinor,  Cai^.  261. 

9  Brown  ▼.  Duncan,  10  B.  A  C.  98,  Man- 
dlebaum  ▼.  Gregovich,  17  Nev.  96, 28  Pftc. 
Rep.  171,  46  Am. Rep.  488;  Lewis  ▼.  Welch. 
14  N.  H.  296;  Coming  v.  Abbott,  54  N.  H. 
471;Rahterv.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  02  Pa.  St. 
808:  Favor  v.  Philbrick,7  N.  H.  840,  Larned 
V.  Andrew,  106  Mass  486,  8  Am.  Rep.  846; 
Lester  v.  Howard  Bk.,  33  Md.  666,  8  Am. 
Rep.  811;  Solomon  ▼.  Dreschler,  4  Minn. 
278;  Babcock  v.  Goodrich,  47  Cal.  609; 
Strong  ▼.  Darling,  9  Ohio,  201. 
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pensive  to  the  parties  in  proportion  as  it  is  unprofitable 
to  the  revenue."*  Other  courts  criticising  this  distinc- 
tion as  unsatisfactory  regard  the  question  as  one 
of  legislative  intent,  and  that  the  statute  must  be  ex- 
amined as  a  whole  to  find  out  whether  or  not  the  makers 
of  it  meant  that  an  agreement  in  contravention  of  it 
should  be  void  or  not.' 

In  Pangborn  v.  Westlake^  a  statute  provided  that  any 
one  who  should  sell  or  offer  to  sell  any  town  lots  until 
the  plat  of  the  town  was  recorded  should  pay  f 50  for 
each  lot  so  sold  or  offered  for  sale.  The  question  was 
whether  a  sale  of  a  town  lot  before  the  plat  had  been  re- 
corded was  void;  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  not,  the 
court  saying : 


<«i 


'It  mast  be  apparent  to  every  legal  mind,  that  when  a  statute 
annexes  a  penalty  for  the  doing  of  an  act.  It  does  not  always  imply 
such  a  prohibition  as  will  render  the  act  void.  Suppose,  for  in- 
stance, the  act  itself  expressly  provided  that  the  penalty  annexed 
should  not  have  the  effect  of  rendering  the  act  void.  Surely  in 
such  case  the  courts  would  not  give  such  force  to  the  legal  impli- 
cation, under  the  general  rule  above  quoted,  as  to  override  the  ex- 
press negation  of  it  in  the  statute  Itself.  Then,  upon  this  conclu- 
sion, we  are  prepared  for  the  next  step,  which  is  equally  plain,  that 
if  it  is  manifest  from  the  language  of  the  statute,  or  from  its  sub- 


«  Anson  Contr.  185.  This  author  sug- 
fpests  the  continuity  of  the  penalty  as  a 
test.  ^*lf  the  penalty  is  imposed  once  for 
all.  and  is  not  recurrent  on  the  making  of 
successive  contracts  of  the  kind  which  are 
thus  penalized,  or  if  other  circumstances 
would  make  the  avoidance  of  the  contract 
a  punishment  disproportionate  to  the 
offense,  it  may  be  argued  that  such  con- 
tracts are  not  to  be  held  void.  But  where 
the  penalty  recurs  upon  the  making  of 
every  contract  of  a  certain  sort,  we  may 
assume  (apart  from  revenue  cases,  as  to 
which  there  may  yet  be  a  doubt),  that  the 
contract  thus  penalized  is  avoided  as  be- 
tween the  parties."  [Citing  Cope  v.  Row- 
lands, 2  Gale,  231,  3  M.  &  W.  149,  Smith  v. 
Mawhood,  14  M.  &  W.  452.] 

s  Harris  v  Runnels,  12  How,  70;  Pratt  v. 
Short,  79  N.  Y.  437,  36  Am.  Rep.  631:  Holt 
V.  Green,  78  Pa.  St.  196, 18  Am.  Rep.  737; 
Combs  V.  Emery,  14  Me.  404;  Niemeyer  v. 
Wright,  75  Va.  289,  40  Am.  Rep.  720; 
Aiken  ▼.  Blaisdell,  41  Vt.  665;  Pangborn  v. 
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Wcstlake,  36  la.  649;  Griffith  v.  Wells.  3 
Denio.  327;  Dillon  v.  Allen,  41Ia.  227,96 
Am.  Dec.  145;  Ruchman  v.  Bergholz,  37  N. 
J.  (L.)438. 

Thus  where  a  statute  imposed  a  penalty 
for  the  failure'  of  a  dealer  in  milk  to  have 
the  measures  used  in  the  sale  of  milk 
sealed  by  the  propei  officer,  it  was  held 
that  this  prohibited  sales  of  milk  in 
measures  not  sealed  and  the  price  of  milk 
so  sold  could  not  be  recovered.  Miller  v. 
Post,  1  Allen,  484,  485,  as  such  a  statute  was 
plainly  intended  to  protect  the  purchasers 
of  milk;  and  where  a  statute  imposes  a 
penalty  for  retailing  intoxicating  liquors 
without  a  license,  such  sales  are  thereby 
prohibited,  because  the  object  of  th» 
statute  is  to  diminish  the  evils  of  intem- 
perance and  not  merely  to  secure  revenue. 
Lewis  V.  Welch.  14  N.  H.  294;  Griffith  v. 
Wells,  3  Denio,  226. 

•36  la.  546.  Contra.  Downing  v.  Ringer, 
7  Mo.  565. 
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ject-matter  and  the  plain  intent  of  it,  that  the  act  was  not  to  be 
made  void,  but  only  to  punish  the  person  doing  it  with  the  penalty 
prescribed,  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  courts  would  readily  construe 
the  statute  in  accordance  with  its  language  and  its  plain  intent. 
We  are,  therefore,  brought  to  the  true  test,  which  is,  that  while, 
as  a  general  rule,  a  penalty  implies  a  prohibition,  yet  the  courts 
will  always  look  to  the  language  of  the  statute,  the  subject-matter 
of  it,  the  wrong  or  evil  which  it  seeks  to  remedy  or  prevent,  and 
the  purpose  sought  to  be  accomplished  in  its  enactment;  and  if, 
from  all  these,  it  is  manifest  that  it  was  not  intended  to  imply  a 
prohibition  or  to  render  the  prohibited  act  void,  the  courts  will  so 
hold,  and  construe  the  statute  accordingly." 

§286.  Illustrations  of  Agreements  Contra/ry  to  Statutes. 

Thus  where  a  statute  prescribes  conditions  for  the 
conduct  of  any  profession^  business  or  trade  and  those 
conditions  are  not  observed,  agreements  made  in  the 
course  of  such  profession,  business  or  trade  are  illegal. 
An  attorney,  ^  a  physiciaii,^  a  school  teacher,*  or  other 
professional  man  being  prohibited  from  practicing 
his  profession  without  a  license,  one  not  so  licensed 
cannot  sue  for  his  services,  for  the  agreement  to  per- 
form the  services  and  pay  for  them  is  illegal.  The 
same  is  true  where  the  license  is  required  for  the  carry- 
ing on  of  a  particular  business  or  trade.^  So  where  a 
statute  requires  goods  to  be  inspected  or  stamped,  sales 


1  Hitt8oh  ▼.  Brown,  3  Colo.  304:  Yates 
V.  Robertaon,  80  Va.  475;  Hall  v.  Bishop, 
8  Daly,  100;  Harland  v.  Lilenthal,  63  N. 
Y.  488;  Ames  v.  Gilman,  10  Mete.  830. 

>  Richardson  v.  Dorman,  28  Ala.  670; 
Thompson  v.  Hazen,  85  Me.  104;  Orr  v. 
Meek,  111  Ind.  40, 11  N.  E.  Rep.  787;  Bailey 
V.  Mogg,  4  Denio,  60;  Bibber  v.  Simpson, 
60  Me.  181;  Holmes  v.  Hatde,  74  Me.  I».  43 
Am.  Rep.  667;  McNamara  v.  Clinton ville, 
03  Wis.  907,  51  Am.  Rep.  728;  Davidson  ▼. 
Bohlman,  87  Mo.  (App.)  578;  Ken- 
nedy v.  Shultz,  85S.  w.  Rep.  667 (Tex.): 
Fox  V.  Dixon,  13  N.  Y.  (Supp.)  807;  Haw- 
orth    V.  Montgomery,  18  S.  W.  Rep.  800, 

grenn.):  Gardner  v.  Tatum,  22  Pac. 
ep.  880  (Cal.):  Roberts  v.  Levy,  81  Pac. 
Rep.  570(CalO;  Underwood  v.  Scott,  88 
Pac.  Rep.  042;  See  Smyth  ▼.  Hanson,  61 
Mo.  (App.)  286. 


3 Wells  v.  People,  71  111.  538;  Jackson 
School  Tp.  V.  Farlow,  75  Ind.  118:  Ryan 
V.  School  Dist.  No.  13,  27  Minn.  438,  8  N. 
W.  Rep.  146. 

*  As  for  example  a  broker,  Johnson  v. 
Hulings,  108  Pa.  St.  408,  40  Am.  Rep.  131. 
A  wholesale  or  retail  liquor  dealer, 
0*Bryan  v.  Fitzpatrick.  48  Ark.  487, 8  S. 
W.  Rep.  587;  Griffith  v.  WeUs,  8  Den. 
286;  Miller  v.  Ammon,  l45  U.S.  421;  a 
pawnbroker.  Fergusson  v.  Norman,  1  Arn. 
418,  5  Bing.  N.  Gas.  76:  a  printer,  Bensley 
V.  Bignold,  5  B.  &  Aid.  335;  a  peddler, 
Stewartson  v.  Lothrop,  18  Gray  68;  a  car- 
penter or  builder,  Stevens  v.  Gourley,  7  C. 
B.  N.  S.  00;  an  innkeeper,  Randell  v.TutU. 
80  Me.  448.  36  Atl.  Rep.  010;  a  grocer. 
Munsell  v.  Temple,  8  111.  08;  a  plumber, 
Johnson  v.  Dahlgren,  52  N.  Y.  (Supp.)8b8. 
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made  in  disregard  of  these  provisions  are  illegal  and 
Toid.*^  So  where  a  statute  enacted  that  if  any  person 
should  run  or  knowingly  permit  his  grain  to  be  threshed 
by  a  machine,  the  rods,  of  which  were  not  boxed,  should 
be  guilty  of  and  punished  for  a  misdemeanor,  one  who 
had  threshed  the  grain  of  another  under  a  contract,  with 
a  machine  not  so  boxed,  could  not  recover  his  compensa- 
tion.® So  where  a  statute  provides  that  bricks  shall  be 
of  a  certain  size  and  prohibits  the  making  of  any  of  a 
difiFerent  size,  a  vendor  of  bricks  of  the  latter  size  cannot 
recover  their  price  ;^  where  a  statute  prohibits  under  a 
penalty  the  keeping  of  a  nine-pin  alley  appurtenant  to  a 
tavern,  a  carpenter  who  builds  one  in  such  a  place  can- 
not recover  for  his  labor.®  The  same  principle  is  applied 
to  a  suit  for  services  in  the  purchasing  of  corn  in  order 
to  ^^bull"  the  market  in  violation  of  a  statute  making  it 
an  ofifense  to  comer  the  market  or  to  make  an  at|:empt  to 
do  so®  and  as  to  a  condition  in  a  policy  of  insurance  that 
if  the  insured  commits  suicide,  the  amount  recoverable 
shall  be  reduced,  where  the  statute  makes  suicide  no  de- 
fense to  an  action  on  a  policy.^* 

Under  this  head,  agreements  contrary  to  the  intent  of 
the  bankruptcy  laws  are  void^^  and  agreements  con- 
trary to  the  statutes  against  usury^^  and  many  others 
which  can  not  be  set  out  in  detail  hera 

There  is  one  contract  however  which  is  not  affected  by 
the  rule  which  renders  agreements  void  which  axe  con- 
trary to  the  prohibition  of  a  statute,  viz ;  a  contract  of 

9  Baker    v.    Binton,  31  Fed.  Rep.  401;  •  Foss  ▼.  CummingB,  86  N.  B.  Rep.  568 

Prescott    V.  Battersby,    119    Mass.    286;  (111.) 

Braunn  V.  Keally,  14tf  Pa.  St.  B19,  28  Atl.  loKeeler  v.  Ins.  Co..  58  Mo.(App.)  557. 

Rep.  889.  28Am.  St.  Rep.  811;  McConnell  i ,  o.  r «„*..«. ii    i     r    i  A     n   mr. 

JB  Dillon  V.  Allen,  40    la.  299,  26   Am.       Dec.  479.    Ex    parte  Mackay,    L.  R.   8 
Rep.  185.  Ch.648. 

7  Law  V.  Hodgson,  2  Camp.  117.  i  a  Sec  Webb  on  Usury. 

>  Spurgeon     v.  McBlwain,  6  Ohio,  442, 
27  Am.  Dec.  266. 
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marriaga^*  Hence  a  marriage  entered  into  without  a  li- 
cense as  required  by  statute/^  or  without  the  consent  of 
parents  or  guardians,"  is  nevertheless,  valid,  though  the 
parties  concerned  may  be  punished  by  the  infliction  of 
the  statutory  penalties.^®  Marriages,  however,  within 
the  prohibited  degrees  of  kindred  and  affinity,  are  void^^ 
and  an  executory  contract  to  marry  would  be  likewise 
unenforceable  made  under  similar  conditional^  Such 
prohibitions  are  not  merely  regulatory,  but  concern  the 
form  and  the  substance  of  the  contract.^  ^ 

There  are  likewise  two  kinds  of  agreements  violating 
statutes  which  should  be  given  special  attention,  viz. : 
Wagers  and  Sunday  contracts. 

§287.     Wagers. 

A  wager  is  a  promise  to  give  money  or  money's  worth 
upon  the  determination  or  ascertainment  of  an  uncer- 
tain event;  the  consideration  for  such  a  promise  is 
either  something  given  by  the  other  party,  or  a  promise 
to  give  upon  the  event  determining  in  a  particular  way.^ 

To  constitute  a  wager  there  must  be  mutual  chances 
of  gain  and  loss  and  the  uncertain  event  must  be  the 
sole  condition  of  the  agreement.  Thus  a  bet  by  B  of  f  10 
to  nothing  that  A  will  not  win  a  foot  race  or  will  not  re- 
turn B's  lost  dog,  would  be  only  an  ofiFer  of  a  reward,* 
and  a  bet  of  |10  to  nothing  that  it  would  not  rain  in  24 
hours  would  be  only  a  promise  on  a  condition.'     So  a 


1  s  Henrey  ▼.  Moteley,  7  Gray.  47D«  06 
Am.  Dec.  515. 

i«  Holmet  V.  Holmes,  6  La.  468, 86  Am. 
Dec.  480;  Askew  v.  Dupree,  80  Ga.  178; 
White  V.  Stata,  4  la.  449;  Cartwiigrht  v. 
McGown,  121,  111.  888,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  106. 

IS  Hiram  v.  Pierce,  46  Me.  867,  71  Am. 
Dec.  655;  Teter  ▼.  Teter,  101  Ind.  139,  51 
Am.  Rep.  748. 

i«  Milford  V.  Worcester,  7  Mass.  48. 

17  See  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  § 
708,  et  seq. 


1  s  Campbell  v.  Crampton,  18  Blatch.  160, 
8  Abb.  N.  C.  868;  Paddock  ▼.  Robinson,  <» 
111.  99,  14  Am.  Rep.  118;  Haviland  v. 
Halstead,  34  N.  Y.  648. 

i»  Pollock  Contr.  360. 

1  Anson,  Contr.,  186:  Leake  Contr.  748. 

*  See  ante  Chap.  I.  An  oifer  of  reward  for 
the  exercise  of  strength  or  speed  is  not  a 
wager.    Harriman  Contr.  §  904. 

3  See  post  §  494. 
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promise  to  pay  B  a  certain  large  sum  for  goods  if  they 
arrived  at  a  certain  time  or  if  C  approved  of  them  would 
be  a  conditional  promise;  and  a  promise  to  pay  for  the 
goods  C  bought  if  he  did  not  pay  for  them  would  be  a 
guaranty  and  not  a  wager.* 

Wagering  agreements  when  void  are  so  because  pro- 
hibited by  statute,  for  they  were  not  illegal  by  any  rule 
of  the  common  law.' 

"It  is  well  established  by  numerous  authorities,  which  it  would 
be  here  superfluous  to  cite,  that  at  common  law,  a  wager,  being  a 
contract  by  A  to  pay  money  to  B  on  the  happening  of  a  given  event, 
in  consideration  of  B  paying  money  to  him  on  the  event  not  hap- 
pening, was  legal,  provided  the  subject-matter  of  the  wager  was 
one  upon  which  a  contract  could  lawfully  be  entered  on."* 

Thus  wagers  of  the  following  kind  have  been 
considered  legal  and  enforceable:  that  a  certain  person 
was  the  owner  of  a  certain  piece  of  property;^ 
that  the  world  is  not  round;®  that  a  railroad  would  or 
would  not  be  finished  to  a  certain  place  by  a 
certain  time  f  as  to  the  weight  of  a  dressed  hog  ;^®  as  to 
the  result  of  an  election  after  the  vote  was  cast  but  be- 
fore the  result  was  known;"  as  to  whether  A  was  older 
than  B  ;^^  as  to  which  horse  would  win  a  race^^  as  to 
whether  A  had  signed  a  certain  paper.^^     The  reported 


«  Parsons  v.  Taylor.  12  Hun,  252. 

s  Hampden  v.  Walsh,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  Div. 
192;  Johnston  v.  Russell.  37  Cal.  670;  Win. 
Chester  v.  Nutter,  5S  N.  H.  507,  18  Am. 
Rep.  93;  Johnson  v.  Fall,  6  Cal.  359,  66  Am. 
Dec.  518;  Bailes  v.  Williams,  15  Tex.  818; 
Smith  V.  Smith,  21  111.  244  74,  Am.  Dec. 
100;  Trenton,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Johnson.  24 
N.  J.  L.  588;  Kirkland  v.  Kandon,  8  Tex. 
10,  58  Am.  Dec.  94;  Stoddard  v.  Martin, 
1  R.  I.  1,  19  Am.  Dec.  643;  Dunham  v. 
Strother,  1  Tex.  89,  46  Am.  Dec.  97. 

The  descendents  of  the  Puritan  settlers 
of  the  New  England  States  took  a  different 
view  of  the  matter,  and  in  those  states  and 
some  others,  all  waff er  contracts  are  held 
to  be  illejral.  Amory  v.  Gilman,  2  Mass.  1; 
Love  V.  Harvey,  114  Mass.  82;  Wheeler  ▼. 
Spencer,  15  Conn.  80;  Eldred  v.  Molley,  2 
Colo.  820;  Winchester  v.  Nutter,  52  N.  H. 
507.  IS  Am.  Rep.  98;  Hardingr  v.  Walker,  1 
Hemp.  63;  West  v.    Holmes,  26  Vt.  580; 
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Wilkinson  v.  Tousley,  16  Minn.  299, 10  Am. 
Rep.  189;  Edgell  v.  McLaughlin,  6  Whart. 
l76;Hoit  v.  Hodge.  6  N.  H.  104,  25  Am. 
Dec.  451;  Monroe  v.  Smell v,  25  Tex.  586,  78 
Am.  Dec.  541;  Lucas  v.  Harper,  24  Ohio 
St.  828;  Bernard  v.  Taylor,  23  Oreg.  416; 
Lynch  v.  Rosenthal,  42  N.  E.  Rep.  1108 
(Ind.) 

8  Hampden  v.  Walsh,  supra. 

7  Good  V.  Elliott,  8  Term  Rep.  693. 

B  Hampden  v.  Walsh,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  D. 
192. 

•  Johnson  v.  Fall,  6  Cal.  860,  65  Am.  Dec- 
518;  Beadles  v.  Bless,  27  111.  380,  81  Am- 
Dec.  331. 

10  Mulford  V.  Bowen,  9  N.  J.  L.  816. 

11  Smith  ▼.  Smith,  21  111.  244,  74  Am. 
Dec.  100. 

1 2  Hussey  v.  Crickett,  8  Camp.  168. 

1 3  McAilester  v.  Haden,  2  Camp.  488. 
i«  Micklefield  v.  Hepgin,  1  Anstr.  188. 
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cases  where  wagers  were  held  void  by  the  common-law 
courts  show  that  the  result  came  about  not  because  the 
agreement  was  a  wager  but  because  its  subject-matter 
was  otherwise  illegal — eitheer  because  contrary  to  stat- 
utes,^** good  morals,^^  or  public  policy." 

But  in  nearly  all  of  the  States,  wagers  are  now  pro- 
hibited by  statute,  and  by  those  statutes  what  is  and 
what  is  not  a  wagering  contract  must  be  determined.^® 

§288.    Agreements  for  Future  Delivery  of  Goods. 

Agreements  of  this  kind,  known  in  the  language  of 
the  street  and  exchange  as  "futures,"  are  condemned  by 

4 

judicial  decision  and  legislative  act  as  a  species  of  gam- 
ing. An  agreement  for  the  bona  fide  delivery  of  goods  on 
a  future  day  or  when  called  for  whether  the  seller  has 
the  goods  at  the  time  or  not  is  a  valid  contract  and  en- 
forceable,^ but  if,  under  guise  of  a  contract  to  deliver 
goods  at  a  future  day,  the  real  intent  be  to  speculate  in 

• 

ISA  bet  on  what  play  could  be  made  in  criminal  char^^e  (because  it  gives  one  of 

the  game  of  hazard  (becauBe  the  playing  of  the  parties  an  interest  in  oratructin^  or 

hazard  was  forbidden  by  statute).  Brown  corrupting     the    fountains     of    justice). 

V.  Leeson.  2  H.  Bl.  43.   Or  on  a  cock-fight  Evans  v.  Jones,  5  Me.  &  W.    77.    As  to 

or  dog  fight  (because  both  were  against  the  whether  a  person  may  lawfully  be  held  to 

law).    Squires  v.  Whisken,    8  Camp.   140;  bail  in  a  certain  action  or  a  wager  on  an 

Egerton  v.  Finzeman,   1  R.  &  M.  213.  abstract  question  of  law  or  judicial  prac- 

1 6  A  wager  as  to  whether  a  certain  per-  Jic*  (^^r  the  same  reason  as  in  last  case), 
son  is  a  man  or  a  woman  (DaCosta  v.  Henken  v.  Gerrs,  2  Camp.  408.  As  to  the 
Jones,  2  Camp,  738);  or  as  to  whether  an  rcsuH  of  an  election  (because  it  gives  each 
unmarried  woman  will  have  a  child  by  a  P^^y  .*«  interest  in  corrupting  the  vote  or 
certain  day  (Ditchbum  v.  Goldsmith,  4  t£sifyingthecount).  Bunnv.  Riker,4Johns. 
Camp.  162)  is  void.  *^'  *  ^9'  ^^^'  ^^'  V^^  *  young  lady  who 

..'^                 ^.                   -     .            ^.  passes  for    twenty-three   years  of  age  is 

17  A  wager  that  one  of  the  parties  really  thirty-three  or  that  she  squints  or 
would  not  marry  (because  contracts  in  res-  has  a  mole  on  her  breast.  Good  v?  Elliott, 
traintof  marriage  are  against  public  pol-  3  t.  R.  698.  As  to  which  public  coach  a 
ley).  Hartley  y.  Rice,  10  East.  p.  That  a  certainperson  would  go  in  to  an  entertain  - 
certain  bird  will  win  a  cock  fight  (because  njent.  Elthan  v.  Kingsman,  1  B.&  Aid.  683 
It  encourages  cruelty).  Brogden  v.  Mar-  (because  in  both  theS:  cases  the  effect  of 
rtott,  8  Bing.  N.  C.88.  As  to  the  future  the  bet  would  be  to  cause  a  disturbance 
amount  of  the  hop  duty  (because  it  might  of  the  peace) 

expose  to  all  the  world  the  amount  of  the  ,  «  c  ^  o.  ■           e*  .    t 

public  revenue,and  Parliament  was  the  on-  >»  bee  1  Stimson  Stat.  Law, 

ly  proper  place  for  the  discussion  of  such  1  WoUcott  v.  Heath,  78  111.  488;  Cole  v. 

matters).     Atherford  v.   Beard.  2  Term.  Milmine, 88  11.  8t9;  Wall  v.  Schneider,  59 

Rep.  610.     As  to  the  duration  Of  the  life  of  Wis.    852.  48  Am.  Rep.  520;   Bigelow  v. 

Napoleon    Bonaparte  (because  it  ^vc  one  Benedict,  70  N.   Y.  202,  26  Am.  Rep.  628; 

party  an  Interest  in  keeping  the  king's  en-  Strong  v.   Solomon,  6    Daly,  531,  71  N.  Y. 

emy  alive,  and  the  other    an  interest  in  420;  Hatch  v.   Douglass,  48  Conn.  116,40 

compassing  bis  death  by  unlawful  means).  Am.  Rep.  154;  Clay  v.  Allen,  63  Mass.  426; 

Gilbert  v.    Sykes,  16    East.    ISO.    As  to  Cobb  v.  Prell,  16  Fed.   Rep.  774;  Kirkpat- 

whether  a  prisoner  will  be   convicted  on  a  rick  v.  Bonsall,  72  Pa.  St.  165. 
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the  rise  and  fall  of  prices,  and  the  goods  are  not  to  be 
delivered,  but  one  party  is  to  pay  to  the  other  the  dif- 
ference between  the  contract  price  and  the  market  price 
of  the  goods  at  the  date  fixed  for  performing  the  agree- 
ment, the  whole  transaction  is  a  wager,  and  is  ill^al.^ 

"A  contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  wheat,  to  be  deUyered 
in  good  faith  at  a  future  time,  is  one  thing,  and  is  not  inconslBtent 
with  the  law.  But  such  a  contract  entered  into  without  an  intention 
of  having  any  wheat  pass  from  one  party  to  the  other,  but  with  the 
understanding  that,  at  the  appointed  time,  the  purchaser  is  merely 
to  receive  or  pay  the  difference  between  the  contract  and  the  mar- 
ket price,  is  another  thing,  and  such  as  the  law  will  not  sustain. 
This  is  what  is  called  a  settling  of  the  differences,  and  as  such  is 
clearly  and  only  a  betting  upon  the  price  of  wheat."* 

Agreements  of  this  kind  are  declared  illegal  in  many 
states  by  statutes,  but  where  there  are  no  such  statutes 
they  are  illegal  as  against  public  policy,  because : 

"They  tend  to  unsettle  the  natural  course  of  trade,  and  tempt  the 
parties  to  work  for  a  rise  or  fall^ln  the  prices  of  the  commodities 
on  which  their  wagers  are  laid,  without  regard  to  actual  values, 
and  by  censurable  methods  calculated  to  promote  their  own  profit 
at  the  expense  or  ruin  of  others,  without  any  reciprocity  of  benefit; 
and,  besides  these  evils,  there  are  others,  more  immediate  to  the 
parties,  culminating  from  time  to  time  in  loss  of  fortune  and 
•character,  defalcations,  crime  and  domestic  misery."^ 

§289.     Contracts  of  Insurance. 

There  is  one  kind  of  wager  that  has  escaped  both  ju- 
dicial and  legislative  disapproval  t.  e.  insurance  of  life 

«  Irwin  V.  Williar,  llO  U.  S.  499:  Gregory  diet,  70  N.  Y.  808, 28  Am.  Rep.  688;  Malton 

V.  Wendell.  39  Mich.  837,  83  Am.  Rep.  890;  v.  Sheen,  76  Pa.  St.  166-  Bran*s  Appeal,  55 

Ballard  v.  Smith,  189  Mass.  498;  Samson  v.  Pa.  St.  296:  Williams  v.  Tiedemann,  6  Mo. 

Shaw,  101  Mass.  146, 3  Am.  Rep.  887;  Kirk-  App.  269;   Kirkpatrick  v.  Adams,  20  Fed. 

Patrick  v.  Bonsall,  78  Pa.  St.  166;  Clarke  Rep.  287;  Pixley  v.  Boynton,  79  III.  861. 

V.  Foss,   7  Biss.   640;  Pickerinr  v.  Cease.  s  Rumsey  v.  Berry,  86  Me.  674:  Waldron 

79111.  888;  Rumsey  v.  Berry,  86  Me.  570;  v.  Johnson.  86  Fed.  Rep.  7W.    If  one  of 

Crawford  v.  Spencer,  98  Mo.  4W,  1  Am.  ^Y^^  parties  intends  a  bona  fide  sale,  it  may 

St.  Rep.  746:  McGrew  v.  City  Produce  Ex-  be  enforced  by  him   though  the  other  in- 

change.  86  Tenn.  672. 4  Am.  St.  Rep.  771;  tended  a  mere  wager.  Gr^ory  v.  Wendell, 

Tomblin  v.  Callcn,  69  Iowa,  22.;  Lyon  v.  99  Mich.  887:  Williams  v.  fiedeman,  6  Mo. 

Culbcrtson,  as  III.  W,  M  Am.  Rep.  849;  (App.)  369;  Cockrell  v.  Thompson,  86  Mo. 

Hatch  V.  jP<>»>firls«»»^  Conn.  116.  40^m.  510;  Hill  v.  Johnson,  88  Mo^(App.) 

'""""'*                        '  Mohr  V.  Miesen,  47  Minn. 


Everingham  v.  Meighan,  66  Wis.  864;  Story     **«P 
-v.  Salomon,  71  N.  ¥7426;  Bigelow  v.  Bene- 
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and  property.  It  is  obvious  that  a  man  who  bets  that 
his  horse  will  not  win  a  race  and  a  man  who  bets  that 
his  cargo  will  not  arrive  safely  or  that  his  property  will 
not  be  burned  are  in  the  same  position.  A  who  has  paid  a 
large  sum  of  money  for  a^  horse  and  for  its  training, 
has  entered  it  for  a  race  to  the  winner  of  which  a  purse 
of  f  2,000  is  to  be  given.  To  secure  himself  against  an  en- 
tire loss  he  bets  B  f  1,000  that  his  horse  will  not  win. 
C  who  has  a  cargo  of  goods  at  sea  worth  f5,000  if  it  is 
safely  landed  and  who  owns  a  building  or  land  worth 
f5,000  so  long  as  it  is  in  existence,  pays  an  insurance 
company  |100  in  consideration  of  which  the  company 
agrees  to  pay  G  |3,000  if  the  cargo  is  lost  and  f3,000  if 
the  house  is  burned  down  within  a  year.  This  is  in  ef- 
fect a  bet  by  C  of  |100  to  $6,000  that  his  cargo  or  house 
will  be  lost  or  burned  within  the  time  limited.  The 
same  is  true  of  an  agreement  to  pay  D  |1,000  if  E  dies 
within  a  year  in  consideration  of  D  paying  f  25 — it  is 
a  bet  by  D  of  |25  to  |1,000  that  B  will  die  within  a  year. 
Yet  A's  agreement  is  generally  called  a  wager  while  C's 
is  known  as  a  contract  of  marine  and  fire  insurance  and 
D's  as  a  contract  of  life  insurance.  But  the  last  two  are 
valid  because  they  are  neither  prohibited  by  statute  nor 
against  public  policy.  If  however  the  insurance  is  made 
between  the  insurer  and  one  having  no  interest  in  the 
subject-matter  of  the  agreement — if  the  insured  would 
not  suffer  loss  but  gain  by  the  destruction  of  the  prop- 
erty or  the  death  of  the  person  whose  life  is  insured, 
then  the  interest  which  the  insured  would  have  in  wreck- 
ing the  vessel  or  burning  the  house  or  killing  the  man, 
makes  the  agreement  contrary  to  public  policy  and 
therefore  illegal  and  void.^ 


1  As  to  what  m  a  sufficient  interest  to  insurance  law,  this  subject  belonging 
render  an  insurance  policv  valid  and  there  rather  than  to  a  treatise  on  the 
enfiorceable,  see  the  special    works  on     principles  of  contract. 
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§290.     Sunday  Contracts. 

The  common  law  makes  no  distinction  between  Sun- 
days and  week  days  in  the  making  and  the  performance 
of  agreements.^  But  in  England  in  the  reign  of  Charles 
II  a  statute  was  passed  prohibiting  the  doing  of  certain 
things  on  the  Lord's  day  and  similar  statutes  are  in  force 
in  most  of  our  states.  The  phraseology  of  the  particular 
statute  is  important  for  they  are  not  at  all  uniform  in 
their  terms.  Many  of  them  prohibit  "work  or  labor''  on 
Sunday  and  under  such  statutes  an  agreement  to  do 
work  or  labor  on  Sunday  whether  entered  into  on  Sun- 
day or  on  a  week  day  would  be  illegal,  because  it  re- 
quires or  provides  that  something  prohibited  by  the 
statute  should  be  done  on  Sunday.^ 

But  as  to  agreements  made  on  Sunday  to  be  per- 
formed on  a  week  day  there  is  much  confusion  in  the 
decisions  caused  by  the  diflfering  phraseology  of  the 
statutory  provisions  in  the  different  States  and  the  con- 
flicting opinions  of  the  judges  in  construing  the  meaning 
of  the  particular  words  and  phrases  therein  used. 
Where  the  statute  expressly  prohibits  the  making  of 
agreements  on  Sunday,  there  is  no  question  that  an 
agreement  made  on  Sunday  is  void.  But  very  few  of 
the  statutes  do  thia  Hence  when  the  words  of  the 
statute  are  that  no  "work  or  labor''  is  to  be  done  on 
Sunday,  this  according  to  the  best  authorities  does  not 
make  illegal  the  signing  of  a  promissory  note  or  a  mort- 
gage or  the  entering  into  any  other  agreement  on  the 
Lord's  day.' 


1  Tucker  v.  West,  89  Ark.  886;  Kepner  v. 
Keefer,  6  Watts.  381 «  81  Am.  Dec.  400; 
Adams  v.Gay,  19  Vt.  806;  Bloom  v. Richards, 
2  Ohio  :St.  897;  Amis  v.  Kyle,  2  Yerg.  81,  24 
Am.  Dec.  468;  Brown  v.  Browning,  IP  K.  I. 
422, 2  Am.  St.  Rep.  906;  Swann  v.  Swann,  21 
Fed.  Rep.  299;  Batsford  v.  Every,  44  Barb. 
618;  Ricnmond    v.    Moore,   107    111. 


Moore  ▼.  Qymer,  12  Mo.  (App.)  11;  Hel- 
lams  V.  Abercomble,  16  S.  C.  110, 40  Am. 
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Rep.  684:  Horacek  ▼.  Keebler,  6  Neb.  856; 
Roberts  v.  Barnes,  127  Mo.  406. 

t  Handy  V.  St.  Paul  Pub.Co..  41  Minn.  188; 
Smith  V.  Wilcox,  34  N.  Y.  868, 19  Barb.  681, 
86  Barb.  841;  Bernard  v.  Lupping,  82  Mo. 
841;  Watts  v.VanNess,  1  Hill.  76. 

3  Bloom  ▼.  Richards,  2  Ohio  St.  887; 
Kauffman  V.  Ham,  80  Mo.  387;  More  v. 
Clymer,   12   Mo.    (App.)   11;  Roberts   v. 
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"The  idea  of  toil,  of  that  which  does  or  may  produce  weariness, 
is  Inseparable  from  the  idea  conveyed  by  the  word  labor,  or,  more 
strictly  speaking,  is  included  in  the  idea  it  conveys.  But  what 
toil,  what  weariness  of  the  body  or  mind,  is  there  in  making  half 
the  contracts  that  are  made.  A  meets  B  and  says  to  him,  'I  will 
give  you  fifty  dollars  for  your  horse.'  B  replies,  'Agreed.'  Here  is 
a  contract  made  in  ten  seconds,  and  in  ten  words — ^but  where  is 
there  any  labor?  C  makes  his  promissory  note,  or  bond,  or  due-bill, 
to  D;  who  would  think  of  calling  the  transaction  laborious?  The 
word  'labor'  Is  usually  employed  to  signify  manual  exertion  of  a 
toilsome  nature.  This  is  Its  ordinary,  popular  significaton;  the 
meaning  that  must  be  given  to  it,  wherever  it  occurs  in  a  statute, 
unless  it  is  plainly  used  in  a  more  enlarged  or  restricted  sense  That 
it  is  not  used  in  its  most  enlarged  sense,  in  our  statute,  is  obvious. 
Mere  thought  may  be  so  earnest  and  long-continued  as  to  be  labori- 
ous, but  no  one  would  think  of  punishing  a  man  simply  for  thinking. 
To  compose  and  write  an  ordinary  letter  of  friendship  is  no  small 
task  to  many  persons,  but  surely  it  is  not  'common  labor/  though  It  Is 
a  very  common  occurrence.  The  study  of  mathematics  or  meta- 
physics is  often  called  'hard  work,'  but  it  may,  nevertheless,  be 
IMrformed  on  Sunday.  There  is  a  limit,  then,  and  what  better 
limit  can  be  found  than  that  furnished  by  the  common  understand- 
ing If  the  phrase  'common  labor.'  ....  Will  It  be  said  that 
written  contracts  are  embraced  by  it  because  writing  is  a  manual 
labor?  The  fact  is  not  so  In  a  large  majority  of  cases.  By  tar  the 
most  numerous  written  agreements  are  promissory  notes.  To  write 
such  a  note  requires  some  manual  exertion,  but  no  labor,  in  the 
proper  or  common  significaton  of  the  word.  Nor  is  It  to  be  sup- 
posed that  the  legislature  intended  to  discriminate  between  these 
contracts,  and  allow  the  verbal  and  forbid  the  written*  or  to  make 
the  validity  of  a  contract  depend  upon  whether  it  is  long  or  short. 
There  would  be  no  good  sense  in  such  discriminations,  and  a  thing 
so  Irrational  is  not  to  be  admitted.  It  is  not  to  be  understood,  how- 
ever, that  because  a  Sunday  contract  may  be  valid,  therefore  busi- 
ness may  be  transacted  upon  that  as  upon  other  days;  as,  for  in- 
stance, that  a  merchant,  not  of  the  excepted  class,  may  lawfully 
keep  open  store  for  the  disposition  of  his  goods  on  the  Sabbath.  To 
wait  upon  customers,  and  receive  and  sell  his  wares,  is  the  common 


Barnes.  127  Mo.  415;  Merritt  v.  Earle,  29 
N.  Y.  117;  Moore  v.  Murdock,  26  Cal. 
U4:  Richmond  v.  Moore.  107  111.  489,  47 
Am.  Rep.  446;  Horacek  v.  Keebler,  5 
Neb.  856.  But  see  Contra,  Reynolds  v. 
Stevenson,  1  Ind.  619,  328;  Cranson  v. 
Go88, 107  Mass.  489;  Costello  v.  Ten  Eyck, 
86  Mich.  848;  Troewert  v.  Decker,  51  Wis. 
46;Tuckerv.  We8t,99  Ark.  386.  A  con- 
tract of  marriaffe  on  Sunday  U  valid.  Ben- 


nett V.Brooks,  9  Allen  118.  See Gangwere's 
Estate,  14  Pa.  St.  417.  58  Am.  Dec.  664; 
Hayden  v.  Mitchell,  80  S.  E.  Rep.  287  (Ga). 
Giving  a  promissorv  note  is  "business  of  a 
secular  calling."  Varney  v.  French,  19  N. 
H.  283,  and  so  is  the  loaning  of  money, 
Trowert  v.  Decker,  51  Wis,  46,  87  Am. 
Rep.  808;  and  the  signing  of  a  petition, 
DeForth  v.  R.  Co.,  5S  Wis.  880,  88  Am. 
Rep.  787. 
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labor  of  a  merchant,  and  there  is  a  broad  distlnctloii  between  pur- 
suing this  avocation  and  the  case  of  a  single  sale  oat  of  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business."^ 

Where  the  statute  forbids  the  exercise  of  ones  "ordi- 
nary calling"  on  Sunday  to  make  a  note  or  deed  or  other 
agreement  on  Sunday  is  not  illegal  if  it  is  outside  the 
sphere  of  his  usual  business.^  So  to  hire  a  servant  on 
Sunday  is  not  within  this  phrase^  nor  is  the  sale  of  goods 
on  that  day  by  one  not  a  merchant  or  trader.''  In  an  early 
case^  D  who  was  a  banker  sent  his  horse  to  H  who  kept 
a  stable  for  the  sale  of  horses  by  auction ;  H  sold  the 
horse  to  the  defendant  on  Sunday  by  private  sale.  It 
was  held  that  the  sale  was  valid,  the  court  saying : 

"To  bring  this  case  within  the  act,  we  must  pronouilce  that  either 
D.  or  H  worked  within  their  ordinary  callings  on  the  Sunday.  But 
the  sale  of  horses  by  private  contract  was  not  D's  ordinary  calling, 
nor  was  it  H's :  his  calling* was  that  of  horse  auctioneer,  and  he  was 
not  within  his  ordinary  calling  in  selling  this  horse  by  private  con- 
tract"* 

§291.     Works  of  Necessity  or  Charity. 

The  statutes  generally  except  acts  or  works  of  neces- 
sity or  charity.  "By  the  word  'necessity/  "  it  is  said, 
"we  are  not  to  understand  a  physical  and  absolute  ne- 
cessity, but  a  moral  fitness  or  propriety  of  the  work  and 
labor  done  under  the  circumstances  of  any  particular 
case.^'^  Therefore  an  agreement  for  the  relief  of  a  sick 
pauper;^  or  to  preserve  property  exposed  to  imminent 
danger  f  or  to  assist  in  the  building  of  a  church  ;^  or  to 


«  Thurman,  J.  in  Bloom  v.  Richards,  2 
Ohio  St.  887, 

'Sanders  v.  Johnson.  29  Ga.  576;  Allen  v. 
Gardner,  7  R.  I.  28;  Schneider  v.  Sansom, 
62  Tex.  201.  60  Am.  Rep.  521. 

•  King  V.  Inhabitants,  7    B.   &   C.    596. 

'»  Mcrritt  v.  Earle.  81  Barb.  88;  Mills  v. 
Williams,  16  S.  C.  593;  Moore  T.  Murdock, 
26  Gal.  514. 
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8  Drury  v.  Defontaine,    1   Taunt.   181. 

1  Flajfg  V.  Millbury,  4  Gush.  248. 

t  Aldrich  v.  Blackstone»  128  Mass.  148. 

3  Whitcomb  v.  Gilman,  85  Vl.  297;  Par- 
melee  V.  Wilks,  22  Barb.  589. 

4  Allen  V.  Duffie,  43  Mich.  1,  88  Am.  Rep. 
159;  Dale  v.  Knepp,  98  Pa.  St.  389,  42  Am. 
Rep.  624.  Contra.  Caflett  v.  Trustees, 
62  Ind.  865,  80  Am.  Rep.  197. 
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secure  decent  burial  for  one's  wife,  and  to  secure  the 
presence  of  relatives  at  her  funeral  f  or  to  convey  prop- 
erty by  a  person  suffering  from  serious  injuries''  would 
come  within  these  words  of  exception. 

But  publishing  and  circulating  a  newspaper  on  Sun- 
day is  not  a  work  of  necessity : 

"The  newspaper  is  a  necessity^ of  modern  life  and  business,  but 
It  does  not  follow  that  to  issue  and  circulate  it  on  Sunday  is  a 
necessity.  There  are  a  great  many  other  kinds  of  business  just 
as  necessary;  many.  Indeed  most,  kinds  of  manufacture  and  mer- 
cantile business  are  indispensable  to  the  present  needs  of  men,  but 
no  one  would  say  that,  because  necessary  generally,  the  prosecution 
of  such  business  on  Sunday  is  a  work  of  necessity.  That  carrying 
on  any  busihess  on  Sunday  may  be  profitable  to  the  persons  en- 
gaged in  it;  that  it  may  serve  the  convenience  or  the  tastes  or 
wishes  of  the  public  generally — is  not  the  test  the  statute  applies. 
To  continue  on  that  day  the  sale  of  dry  goods  or  groceries,  or  the 
keeping  open  of  markets,  saloons,  theaters,  or  places  of  amusement, 
might  be  regarded  by  many  as  convenient  and  desirable,  but  that 
would  not  bring  such  business  within  the  exception  in  the  statute/'* 

Though  the  agreement  made  on  Sunday  may  be  void 
yet  a  party  to  it  cannot  set  up  its  illegality  against  an 
assignee  without  notica  Thus  the  assignee  of  a  non-ne- 
gotiable instrument  or  the  holder  of  a  bill  or  note  dated 
on  a  week  day  cannot  be  met  by  the  defense  that  it  was 
actually  made  on  Sunday.  This  is  on  the  ground  of  es- 
toppel.® 

§292.    Agreements  Partly  Made  on  Sunday. 

An  agreement  not  finally  executed  on  Sunday  is  not 
void  because  some  of  its  terms  may  have  been  agreed  to 

•  Gulf,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Levy,  59  Tex.  v.  Kadetska,  68  la.  676,  43  Am.  Rep.  129; 
542.  Ball  V.  Powers,    62   Ga.    757:    Heise    v. 

7  Donovan  v.  McCarthy.  84  Cent.  L.  J.  g"°»P*?*'  f^^^\?'^^''  9/*[^"°"  ^*  9.??1'  ^V 
17A  rMam  ^  Mass.  439, 9  Am.  Rep.  45;  Knox  v.  Clifford, 

«u^  .  88  Wis.  661,  20  Am.    Rep.  28;    Beman    v. 

8  Handy  v.  St.  Paul  Co.,  41  Minn.  188.  Wesaels,  58  Mich.  504. 


*  Johns  V.  Baily,  45  la.  Sll ;   Leightman 
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on  that  day  ;^  as  for  example  an  agreement  made  on 
Sunday  and  carried  into  effect  on  a  week-day;^  or  a 
note  signed  on  Sunday,  but  not  delivered  until  a  week- 
day f  or  a  sale  of  goods  agreed  upon  on  Sunday,  and  the 
goods  selected  and  set  apart,  the  delivery  being  made  on 
Monday.^  or  an  insurance  policy  delivered  on  Monday, 
though  the  property  was  examined  and  the  amount  of 
insurance  agreed  upon  on  a  Sunday.^ 

§293.     Rescissiofi  and  Ratification. 

An  agreement  which  could  not  be  lawfully  made  on 
Sunday  cannot,  if  lawfully  made,  be  rescinded  on  that 
day.^  As  to  whether  a  contract  made  on  Sunday,  and 
therefore  void,  can  be  ratified  by  a  subsequent  agree- 
ment, there  is  a  conflict  in  the  decisions ;  a  large  number 
of  them  holding  that  a  ratification  may  be  made  f  a  few 
of  them  that  it  may  not,® 


(b) 


AGREEMENTS  IN  BREACH  OF  COMMON  LAW  RULES. 

§294.     Introductory. 

An  agreement  whose  object  is  forbidden  by  the  com- 
mon law  because  it  is  either  a  criminal  offense  or  a 


1  Melchoir  v.  McCarty,  31  Wis.  262,  11 
Am.  Rep.  605:  Dickenson  v.  Richmond,  97 
Mass.  45;  Bryant  v.  Booze,  56  Ga.  488; 
Gibbs  Manffi[.  Co.  v.  Brucker,  111  U.  S. 
597;  Luebberin^  v.  Oberketter,  1  Mo.  App. 
893;  Bcitenman^s  Aopeal,  66  Pa.  St.  183; 
Butler  V.  Lee.  11  Ala.  886,  46  Am.  Dec.  281; 
But  see  Allen  v.  Deming,  14  N.  H.  133,  40 
Am.  Dec.  179;  Foreman  v.  Ahl.  55  Pa.  St. 
826;  Bradley  v.  Rea,  14  Allen.  80. 

a  Taylor  v.  Young,  61  Wis.  814. 

3  King  V.  Fleming,  72  111.  81,  8S  Am. 
Rep.  181;  Hilton  v.  Houghton,  85  Me. 
148:  Hill  V.  Dunham,  7  Gray,  548:  Adams  v. 
Gay,  19  Vt.  868;  Lovejoy  v.  Whipple,  18 
Vt.  879,  46  Am.  Dec.  157;  Burns  v.  Moore, 
76  Ala.  889,  62  Am.  Rep.  882. 

«  Rosenblatt  v.  Townslej,  78  Mo.    686. 
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s  WoUiyer  v.  Ins.  Co.,  104  Mich.  133,  62 
N.  W.  Rep.  149. 

1  Benedict  v.  Bachelder,  34  Mich.  485, 
9  Am.  Rep.  130. 

2  Adams  V.  Gay,  19  Vt.  868;  Melchoir  ▼. 
McCarty,  81  Wis.  266,  11  Am.  Rep.  606; 
Tucker  v.  West,  39  Ark.  886;  Gwinn  v. 
Simes,  61  Mo.  886;  Wincbell  v.  Carey,  116 
Mass.  560,  15  Am.  Rep.  161;  Wilson  v. 
Milligan,  75  Mo.  41;  Parker  v.  PitU,  78 
Ind.  597,  88  Am.  Rep.  156;  Tennent  Shoe 
Co.  V.  Roper,  94  Fed.  Rep.  739. 

3  Plaistead  v.  Palmer,  68  Me.  576;  Da^  v. 
McAllister.  15  Gray,  488:  Kountz  v.  Price, 
40  Miss.  341;  Acme  El.  Co.  v.  VanDerbech, 
86  N.  W.  Rep.  (Mich.);  Riddle  v.  Keller, 
48Atl.  Rep.  818  (N.J. ). 
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civil  wrong  is  void  for  illegality — for  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  thing  forbidden  by  law  is  malum  m  se^  or 
merely  malum  prohibitum.^  Many  things  are  now  pro- 
hibited by  statute  which  were  formerly  prohibited  by  the 
common  law  and  which,  but  for  the  statute,  would  still 
be  so  prohibited.  And  many  acts  which  are  prohibited 
by  the  common  law  in  one  state  are  prohibited  by  stat- 
ute in  another.  Therefore  in  this  division  of  the  subject 
we  shall  treat  of  those  acts  which  were  forbidden  by  the 
common  law,  though  they  may  be  now  in  most  jurisdic- 
tions prohibited  also  by  statute. 

§295.    Agreements  With  Alien  Enemies. 

An  agreement  with  an  alien  enemy  is  illegal  and  void, 
not  on  any  ground  of  public  policy,  but  because  "it  was 
a  principle  of  the  common  law  that  trading  with  an 
enemy  without  the  king^s  license  was  illegal  in  British 
subjects."^ 

§296.    Agreements  to  Commit  Grime. 

An  agreement  to  commit  a  crime  is  ill^al  as  in  breach 
of  a  rule  of  the  common  law  when  the  crime  is  a  com- 
mon law  offense,  and  in  breach  of  a  statute  when  it  is  a 
statutory  offense.^  Illustrations  of  agreements  void  be- 
cause made  in  furtherance  of  the  commission  of  a  crime 
are  an  agreement  by  which  one  of  the  parties  undertakes 
to  make  an  assault  on  a  third  person;^  or  to  abduct 
another®  an  agreement  with  a  printer  to  print  or  a  pub- 


1  Wbeeler  v.  Russell,  17  Mass.  SS8; 
Wells  V.  People,  71  111.  638:  Byrd  v. 
Huffhes,  84  111.  174. 

>  Penn  v.  Bornman,  102  111.  S28;  Bank  v. 
Owens,  2  Pet.  BS7\  White  v.  Buss,  8  Gush. 
448. 

1  Potts  V.  Bell,  8  T.  R.  488;  Kershaw  v. 
Kelsey,  100  Mass.  561 :  Montgomery  v.  U. 
S..  16  wall.  395;  Schofield  ▼.  Eichelberger, 
7  Pet.  B86;  U.  S.  v.  Grossmeyer,  9  Wall.  72; 
Rhodes  v.  Summerhill,  4  Heisk.  904. 


1  Collins  V.  Blantern,  8  Wilt.  847;  Hen- 
derson v.  Palmer,  71 111.579, 8S  Am.  Rep. 
517;  James  v.  Hendree.  84  Ala.  48S;  Evans 
V.  Collier,  79  Ga.  S15,  4  S.  B.  Rep.  864; 
Hinds  V.  Chamberlin.  6  N.  H.286;  Griffiths 
V.  Hardenbergh.  41  N.  Y.  464;  Cumpston 
V.  Lambert,  18  Ohio  81,  61  Am.  Dec.  442; 
Hunter  v.  Agee,  5  Humph.  57;  Arnold  v. 
Clifford,  2  Sumn.  838. 

2  Allen  V.  Rescous,  8  Lev.  174. 
s  Barker  V.   Parker,  88  Ark.  890. 
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Usher  to  sell  a  libelous  book  ;^  an  agreement  to  write  an 
immoral  book;*^  an  agreement  to  indemnify  the  pub- 
lisher of  a  libel  f  an  agreement  looking  to  the  commis- 
sion of  a  nuisance  f  or  to  indemnify  another  for  commit- 
ting a  willful  and  malicious  trepass;^  or  an  agreement 
to  marry  where  the  parties  are  already  married  to  the 
knowledge  of  each  other,  for  this  would  be  an  agree- 
ment to  commit  bigamy.* 


§297.    Agreements  to  Commit  CivU  Wrong. 

An  agreement  whose  object  is  a  legal  wrong  against 
a  third  person,  is  illegal  although  the  wrong  may  not  be 
a  crime  either  at  common  law  or  by  statute.^  As  for  ex- 
ample an  agreement  to  slander  or  publish  a  libel  upon  a 
third  person  where  such  publication  was  not  indictable 
but  only  actionable  f  or  to  commit  a  civil  trespass  upon 
his  property*  or  to  infringe  a  patent  copyright,  or  trade- 
mark belonging  to  another.* 

§298.    Agreements  to  Defraud  Third  Persons. 

Fraud  is  a  civil  wrong,  and  therefore  an  agreement 
whose  object  is  to  defraud  a  particular  individual  or  in- 
dividuals is  void.^  Agreements  to  defraud  creditors 
fall  under  this  head,  as  for  example  a  provision  in  an  as- 
signment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  whose  intent  is  to 


*  Poppets  V.  Stockdale,  1  R.  &  M.  337. 

s  Gale  V.  Leckie,  2  Stark,  98. 

e  Arnold  v.  Clifford,  2  Sum.  888;    Atkins 
V.  Johnson,  48  Vt.  78, 6  Am.  Rep.  860. 

f  Friend  v.  Porter,  60  Mo.  (App.)  89. 

8  Ives  V.  Jones,  8  Ired.  688,  40  Am.  Dec. 
431. 

0  Paddock  v.  Robinson,  68  III.  99. 14  Am. 
Rep.  112. 

1  Randall  v.  Howard,  2  Black,  585. 

2  Hays  ▼.  Hays,  8  La.  Ann.  468. 

3  Evans  v.  Collier,  79  Ga.  815,  4  S.  B. 
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Rep.  264:  Sunton  v.  McMullen,  7  III.  App. 
386;  Fuller  v.  Rice,  62  Mich.  486,  18  N.  W. 
Rep.  804. 

*  Nichols  v.  Ruff^les,  8  Day,  146,  3  Am. 
Dec.  268. 

1  Thomas  v.Caulkett,  67  M;ch.  898, 24  N. 
W.Rcp.  164,  58  Am.Rep.  369;  Kelly  v.Scott, 
49  N.Y.  696;  Gray  v.  McReynolds,  66  Iowa 
461, 81  N.  W.  Rep.  777,  64  Am.  Rep.  16; 
ElHcott  V.  Chambcrlin,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  104,  48 
Am.  Rep.  887;  Davis  v.  Jones,  94  Ky.  880, 
28  S.  W.  Rep.  831;  Begbie  v.  Phosphate 
Co.,  L.  R.  lOg.  B.  497. 
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hinder  and  delay  them  in  the  payment  of  their  claims; 
or  where  in  the  case  of  composition  deed,  a  secret  agree- 
ment is  made  with  one  creditor  for  a  preference  over  the 
others,  whether  by  paying  him  or  promising  to  pay  him 
a  larger^  sum  than  the  others  are  to  receive,  or  giving 
him  better  security  for  his  claim.*  So  conveyances  of 
property  both  real  and  personal  not  made  in  good  faith 
and  upon  a  valuable  consideration  but  made  with  the 
intention  of  hindering,  delaying  or  defrauding  creditors,, 
are  void  as  a  fraud  upon  existing  creditors.*  So  a  volun- 
tary conveyance  by  a  husband  to  his  wife  of  his  property 
is  invalid  as  to  his  creditors^  as  a  fraud  on  them,  in  that 
it  withdraws  from  his  estate  property  or  money  ^hich 
should  in  right  and  justice  go  to  them  in  payment  of 
their  claima^ 

§299.    Agents  and  Persons  in  Fiduciary  Relations, 

We  have  seen  that  on  the  principle  that  an  agent  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  put  himself  in  a  position  in  which  his 
interest  and  his  duty  will  conflict,  an  agent  is  subject  to 
a  number  of  disabilities  while  acting  in  that  capacity, 
among  the  most  important  of  which  are  that  he  shall 
not  deal  on  his  own  account  in  the  business  of  the 
agency ;  shall  not  act  as  agent  for  both  parties ;  shall 
not  take  advantage  of  his  position  to  make  a  private 
profit  for  himself,  and  shall  not  do  any  act  inconsistent 
with  the  interests  of  the  principal.^    The  rule  embraces 


>  Maclde  v.  Cairnfi,  5  Cow.  547,  15  Am. 
Dec.  477;  Knight  v.  Packer,  12  N.  J.  (Eq.) 
214,  72  Am.  Dec.  888;  Haydock    v.    Coope, 
53  N.  Y.  89;  Stanley  v.  Bunce,  27  Mo.  269; 
Wheeler  v.  Evans,  26  Me.  188. 

a  O'Shea  v.  Collier  White  Lead  Co.,  42 
Mo.  897;  Cobleigh  v.  Pierce,  32  Vt.  788; 
B«an  V.  Amslnk,  10  Blatchf.  861;  Partridge 
V.  Messer,  14  Gray,  180;  Way  v.  Langley, 
15  Ohio  St.  892;  Lawrence  v.  Clark,  88  N. 
Y.128;Pinneov.  Higgins,  13  Abb.  Pr.  884; 
Howden  V.  Haigh,  if  Ad.  &  El.  1033.  8 
Perry  &  D.  661*  Power  Co.  v.  Harlin,  71 
N.W.  Rep.  16  (Minn.). 


«  Twyne's  Case,  8  Coke,  80;  tVhittlesey 
V.  McMahon,  10  Conn.  141;  Avery  v.  Street^ 
6  Watts.  248;  Hamilton  v.  Russel,  1 
Cranch.  816;  Adams  v.  Broughton.  13  Ala. 
789;  Whitmore  v.  Woodward,  28  Me.    SOi. 

s  Clark  v.  Killian,  103  U.  S.  766;  Jones 
V.  Clifton,  101  U.  S.  225,  Davis  v.  Herrick, 
87  Me.  897;  Story  v.  Marshall,  24  Tex.  805: 
76  Am.  Dec.  106;  Phillips  v.  Meyers,  82 
111.  67,  25  Am.  Rep.  296. 

1  Ante.  Chap.V. 
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all  classes  of  agents — ^general  and  special  agents,  attor- 
neys, auctioneers,  brokers  and  factors — ^and  extends  to 
all  persons  not  strictly  agents,  but  holding  fiduciary  re- 
lations to  others,  as,  for  instance,  partners,  guardians, 
directors  and  officers  of  corporations,  executors  and 
other  trustees.^ 

The  principle  is  well  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Boll- 
man  v.  Loomis^  where  a  woman  who  was  thinking  of 
buying  a  piano  and  had  looked  at  one  at  A's  store, 
brought  with  hef  a  friend  B  whose  opinion  she  valued 
to  advise  her.  A  secretly  promised  B  that  if  the  woman 
purchased  the  piano  he  would  pay  him  a  commission. 
She  bought  the  piano ;  but  it  was  held  that  B  could  not 
recover  the  money  promised,  the  court  saying : 

"The  party  proposing  to  purphase  was  deceiyed.  Instead  of 
getting  as  she  supposed  she  was,  the  opinion  of  the  plaintiff  as  an 
expert,  without  bias  and  without  interest,  acting  merely  as  a  friend, 
the  plaintiff  was  in  fact  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and 
charging  fees  for  his  services.  A  sale  haying  been  effected  through 
his  influence,  this  suit  was  brought  to  obtain  a  compensation.  We 
think  there  should  be  no  recovery.  We  reach  this  result  not  out 
of  any  regard  for  the  defendant;  he  is  as  fully  Implicated  in  the 
deception  practiced  on  the  purchaser  as  the  plaintiff  himself.  The 
rule  in  such  cases  is,  that  the  law  leaves  the  parties  where  it  finds 
them.  The  transaction  was  Inconsistent  with  fair  and  honorable 
dealing,  contrary  to  sound  policy,  and  offensive  to  good  morals.  We 
do  not  say  that  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  committed  a  positive 
fraud.  The  plaintiff  may  have  said  nothing  as  to  this  piano  which 
he  did  not  believe  to  be  true,  and  the  defendant  may  have  de- 
manded and  obtained  for  it  no  more  than  it  was  really  worth.  But 
the  means  resorted  to  to  effect  the  sale,  deceived  and  misled  the 
purchaser,  and  were  in  violation  of  private  confidence.  Such  con- 
tracts and  acts  are  deemed  equally  reprehensible  with  positive 
fraud.  They  are  within  the  same  reason  and  mischief  as  contracts 
made  and  acts  done  with  an  evil  intent,  and  are  therefore  prohib- 
ited by  law." 

>  Byrd  V.  Hughes,  84    111.   174,   25  Am.  144;  Holcomb  v-  Weaver,    136   Mass.  265; 

Rep.  442;  Atlee  v.    Fink,  76   Mo.    100,   43  McDonald  v.    Houjrhton,   70   N.    C.   898: 

Am.  Rep.  885:  Porter  v.  Jones,  52  Mo.  899;  Noel  v.  Drake,  28    Kan.  265;   Guernsey  v. 

Jackson  v.  McLean,  100  Mo.  180. 18  S.   W.  Cook,  120  Mass.  501;  Forbes  v.   McDonald, 

Rep.  393;  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Seely,  45  Mo.  212;  54  Gal.  98. 

Attaway  7  Bk.,98  Mo.  4«»-  Woodstock  Iron  3  41  Conn.  581. 
Co.  V.  Richmond  Co.,  129  u.  S.  643:  Hinnen 
V.  Newman.  35    Kans.  709,    12  Pac.    Rep. 
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Such  agreements  are  sometimes  said  to  be  against 
public  policy,  because  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  se- 
cure fidelity  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties  by  all  per- 
sons holding  such  positions  of  trust  and  confidence,  yet 
it  is  more  accurate  to  say  that  such  agreements,  tending 
to  cause  unfaithful  conduct  by  fiduciaries,  are  illegal  be^ 
cause  they  are  in  effect  agreements  to  wrong  or  defraud 
the  persons  whose  interests  the  fiduciaries  have  in 
charge* 

§300.    Frauds  Upon  Marital  Rights. 

Secret  and  voluntary  conveyances  of  her  property 
made  by  a  woman  engaged  to  marry  may  be  set  aside  at 
the  suit  of  the  husband,  as  a  fraud  upon  his  marital 
rights.*  The  husband  must  show :  1.  That  there  was 
an  engagement  between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the 
conveyance,  for  a  conveyance  before  any  contract  to 
marry  is  not  a  fraud  on  marital  rights.^  2.  That  the 
settlement  was  not  known  to  him  until  after  the  mar- 
riage,' for  although  the  conveyance  of  her  prop- 
erty is  a  good  ground  for  his  refusing  to  marry 
her,*  yet  if  he  knows  of  the  conveyance  and  still  chooses 
to  marry  he  has  no  remedy.  For  the  same  reason  the 
secret  conveyance  by  the  husband  just  before  marriage 
of  his  property  is  a  fraud  on  the  wife,**  to  the  extent  at 
least   of  her  dower  in  the  real   property  conveyed.® 


«.HaiTiman  Contr.,  §  ^0.  ' 

1 2  Kent's  Com.  174.  12  ed.;  Spencer  v. 
Spencer,  8  Jones  (Kq.).  404;  Tucker  v. 
Andrews,  18  Me.  124;  Williams  v.  Carll,  0 
N.  J.  (Bq.)  543:  Freeman  v.  Hartman,  45 
111.  57, 82  Am.  Dec.  198:  Baker  v.  Jordan 
78  N.  C.  146;  Hall  ▼.  Carmichael.  8  Baxt. 
211,  86  Am.  Rep.  096*.  Manes  v.  Durant, 
2  Rich.  (Eq.)  404, 46  Am.  Dec.  65. 

'England  v.  Down&,  2  Bean.  622;  Butler 
V.  Butler,  21  Kas.  521,  80  Am.  Rep.  441; 
Gainor  v.Gainor,  26  la.  287;  Wilson  v. Dan- 
iel, 18  B.  Mon.  348;  Gregny  v.  Winston,  28 
Gratt.  102. 

3  Prather  v.  Burgess,  5  Cranck.  876;  Mc- 
Clure  V.  Miller,  1  Bailey  (Eq.)  107,  21  Am. 


Dec.  522;  Cheshire  v.  Payne.  16  B.  Mon. 
618:  Terry  v.  Hopkins,  1  Hill  Ch.  1:  0»Neill 
V.  Cole.  4  Md.  107;  Charles  v.  Charles,  8 
Gratt.  486, 56  Am.  Dec.  155. 

4  Pollock  Contr.  248,  St.  George  ▼.  Wake, 
1  Myl.  A  K.  610;  Cheshire  v.  Payne,  16  B. 
Mon.  618. 

sSchouler  on  Husband  &  Wife,  367; 
Thayer  v.  Thayer,  14  Vt.  107,  89  Am.  Dec. 
211;  KeUy  v.  McGrath,  70  Ala.  75,  46  Am. 
Rep.  75.  But  &ee  Hamilton  y.  Smith,  57 
Iowa,  15,  42  Am.  Rep.  89. 

•  Petty  V.  Petty,  4  B.  Mon.  215, 89  Am. 
Dec.  51)1;  Smith  v.  Smith,  12  Cal.  217,78 
Am.  Dec.  638;  Cranson  v.  Cranson,  4  Mich. 
290,  66  Am.  Dec.  584. 
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Though  the  right  of  a  wife  to  dower  in  the  personal  es- 
tate of  her  husband  gives  her  no  claim  on  any  of  his 
chattels  before  his  death  and  he  has  therefore  a  perfect 
right  to  dispose  of  them  in  any  way,  yet  he  may  not  do 
so  in  expectation  of  death  with  a  view  to  defeat  the 
widow's  dower.     In  such  case : 

"Equity  will  set  aside  the  fraudulent  conveyance  In  so  far  as  it 
affects  the  rights  of  the  widow;  charge  the  fraudulent  grantee  or 
donee  with  a  trust  in  her  favor  and  require  him  to  make  good  to  her 
that  which  she  would  have  received  out  of  the  property  thus  con- 
veyed or  given  away,  if  no  such  gift  or  conveyance  had  been 
made."' 

While  it  has  been  held  by  some  of  the  courts 
that  the  conveyance  is  fraudulent  even  though  its  ob- 
ject is  to  provide  in  a  reasonable  manner  for  children 
by  a  former  marriage,®  the  better  doctrine  seems  to  be 
that  the  duty  of  a  father  to  his  children  by  a  deceased 
wife  is  as  great  as  that  to  a  woman  he  is  seeking  to 
marry,®  and  that  if  the  conveyance  is  made  in  good 
faith  and  to  a  reasonable  amount,  it  will  stand  in  the 
case  of  children  of  the  grantor.^  ^  Many  of  the  authori- 
ties^^ go  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  conveyance  is 
fraudulent  even  though  the  other  did  not  know  that  the 
person  possessed  such  property  until  after  the  mar- 
riage. But  this  conclusion  is  criticised  in  other  cases 
and  the  rule  is  said  to  be  that  the  conveyance  is  no  fraud 
unless  the  one  party  knew  of  the  property  and  the  other 
had  made  representations  in  regard  to  it,  which  had  en- 
tered into  and  operated  as  an  inducement  to  the  mar- 
riage.^^ 

f  Streat  v.  O'Neill,  13  Mo.  (App.)  686,  84  lo  Butler  v.  Butler,  vupra;  Jones  v.  Cole, 

Mo.  68;  Rice  v.  Waddcll,  168  Mo,  09.  67  S.  S  Bailey  W)3,  2  Kent.  Com.  175;  Alklre  v. 

W.   Rep.  605;  Walker  v.  Walker,  31  Atl.  Alklre,  88  N.  E.  Rep.  571  (Ind.):  Ramsey 

Rep.  14  (N.  H.).  V.  Joyce,  1  McMull,  JW6;  Ward  v.  Ward,  5i 

8  Ramsay  v.  Joyce,  1  McMuIl  (Eq.),  286,  N.  E.  Rep.,  1096  (Ohio). 

87  Am.   Dec.,  650;   Tisdale  v.    Baiiey,   6  1 1 See  Pollock  Contr. 847  and  cases  cited 

12  A 

(Ind.). 


87  Am.   uec.,  OdU;    iisdaie  v.    uaiiey,   6  *  ^ bee  foiiocic  i^ontr. X47  and  cases  cited . 

Jo^;  ^5S"' Jf®'  ^«^fj-  Simmons.  8  Ired.  n  Alkire  v.  Alklre,  82  N.  W.  Rep.,  571 

(Eq.),  487;  Manes  v.  Durant,  2  Rich.(Bq.),        /t„j  \  *^  ' 


404,  46  Am.  Dec,  66. 

0  Butler  V.  Butler,  21  Kas.  521,  80  Am. 
Rep.  441. 
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§301.    Agreements  Between  Creditor  and  Debtor  Af- 
fecting Surety. 

It  is  an  every-day  occurrence  that  A  in  making  a  con- 
tract with  B  obtains  C  to  guarantee  that  he  (A)  will 
fulfill  it.  This  is  called  a  contract  of  guaranty  or  surety- 
ship and  C  is  described  as  the  guarantor  or  surety.  And 
because  it  i^  obvious  that  as  all  C  in  such  case  intended 
to  do  was  to  stand  responsible  for  the  performance  of 
the  agreement  by  A  as  it  was  originally  made,  it  is  well 
settled  that  any  contract  or  dealing  by  the  creditor  ( B ) 
with  the  principal  debtor  (A)  which  amounts  to  a  var- 
iation from  the  contract  by  which  the  surety  ( C )  was  to 
be  bound,  and  which  by  possibility  might  vary  or  enlarge 
the  latter's  liability  without  his  consent,  operates  as  a 
discharge  of  his  liability  as  surety.^  The  surety  has  a 
right  to  be  consulted  in  the  matter  "and  if  he  is  not  or 
does  not  consent  he  will  be  no  longer  bound,  and  the 
court  will  not  inquire  whether  it  is  or  is  not  to  his  in- 
jury."^ C  for  example  is  discharged  when  B  releases  or 
pi  omises  by  a  valid  agreement  to  release  A  from  his  ob- 
ligation,* or  where  B,  holding  other  securities  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt  or  the  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment, releases  them.*  So  an  extension  of  the  time  of 
payment  or  performance  is  such  a  material  alteration 
of  the  contract  as  will  discharge  the  surety  whether  he 
is  prejudiced  by  the  extension  or  not.*^  And,  in  fine,  if 
the  creditor  does  anv  act  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 


X  Mayhew  v.  Boyd,  6  Md.  108,  59  Am. 
Dec.  101- Smith  v.  Tunno,  1  McCord,  443, 
16  Am.  Dec.  017:  Bailey  v.  Boyd,  75  Ind. 
125:  New  Plow  Co.  v.  Walinsley.llO  Ind. 
242. 

2  Paine  v.  Jones,  70  N.  Y.  274;  Rowan  ▼. 
Sharp's  Rifle  Man.  Co.,  33  Conn.  1;  Ben- 
singer  V.  Wren,  100  Pa.  St.  500. 

3  Baird  v.  Rice,  1  Call.  18, 1  Am.  Dec. 
407:  Bowen  v.  Cobb,  81  Fed.  Rep.  678. 
Unless  B  in  his  agreemenM  expressly  re- 
serves his  right  aninst  C.  Kearsley  v. 
Cole,  16  M .  &  W.  135;  Kenworthy  v.  Saw- 


yer, 125  Mass.  28;  Morgan  v.  Smith,  70  N 
Y.587. 

«  New  Hamp.  Sav.  BIc.  v.  Colcord,  15  N. 
H.  119, 41  Am.  Dec.  686;  Blydenburgh  v. 
Bingham,  38  N.  Y.  371,  06  Am.  Dec.  40; 
Baker  v.  Brigg8,8  Pick.  121, 19  Am.  Dec. 
311. 

»  Brown  v.  Wright,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  39^ 
18  Am.  Dec.  100;  Lime  Rock  Bank  v.  Mai- 
lett,  84  Me.,  647,  56  Am.  Dec.  678;  Williams 
V.  Scott,  83  Ind.  405;  Post  v.  Losey,  HI. 
Ind.  75,  60  Am.  Rep.  677. 

349 


§  302    THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT.     [PART  I- 

rights  of  the  surety,  or  omits  to  do  any  act  which  his 
duty  to  the  surety  requires  him  to  do,  and  the  remedy 
of  the  surety  himself  against  the  principal  debtor  is 
thereby  impaired,  the  surety  is  discharged.® 

Where  a  surety  guarantees  the  due  performance  of  an 
office,  employment  or  agency,  any  material  alteration 
in  the  duties  stipulated  for,  without  consent  of  the 
surety,  discharges  him  from  liability.'^  But  the  under- 
taking of  an  additional  office  or  other  duties,  unless  ma- 
terially affecting  or  altering  the  former,  does  not  affect 
the  guaranty,  unless  the  surety  has  stipulated  against 
it.« 

§302.    Agreements  to  Defraud  the  Public. 

Agreements  whose  object  is  to  defraud  the  public  are 
likewise  void  though  the  act  itself  is  not  a  criminal  act. 
Examples  of  this  are  found  in  an  agreement  for  the  sale 
of  domestic  sardines  to  be  packed  in  boxes  with  labels 
representing  them  as  foreign  sardines  f  in  an  agreement 
by  which  a  tradesman  having  a  reputation  as  a  seeds- 
man sells  his  empty  bags  with  their  labels  to  another  to 
be  filled  and  sold  by  him  in  a  certain  district  as  seeds 
grown  by  the  former,*  or  an  agreement  between  two 
physicians  whereby  one  is  to  personate  the  other  at  his 
office  for  the  purpose  of  medical  practice,"  or  an  agree- 
ment by  a  musical  director  of  great  reputation  to  per- 
mit another  to  use  his  name  for  his  musical  organiza- 
tion.* 


« Insurance  Co.  v.  Scott,  81  Ky.  540; 
White  V.  Life  Assn.  of  America,  68  Ala. 
419;  Walsh  v.  Colquitt,  04  Ga.  740. 

7  Mumford  v.  R.  Co.,  2  Lea,  998,  81 
Am.  Rep.  616:  Manuf.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dick- 
erson,41  N.  J.  (L.)448,  28  Am.  Rep.  887; 
Home  Sav.  Bank  v.  Traube,  75  Mo.  199,  42 
Am  Rep.  402;  Mayor  ▼.  Kelly,  96  N.  Y. 
467, 60  Am.  Rep.  699;  Roberts  ▼.  Donovan, 
70  Cat.  106. 

•  Rollstone  Bk.  v.  Carleton,  186  Mass. 
226:  Lane's  Appeal,  112  Pa.  St.  497. 
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1  -Materne  v.  Horwitz,  101  N.  Y.  470. 

2  Bloss  V.  Bloomer,  23  Barb.  604. 

a  "No  man,**  said  the  court,  **has  the 
right  to  sell  his  reputation  or  skill  in  any 
profession  whatever  it  may  be  and  thus 
enable  an  unknown  party  to  perpetrate 
a  fraud  upon  the  public  in  his  name." 
Jerome  V.  Bigelow,  66  111.462. 

«Blakely  v.  Sousa,  68  Cent.  L.  J.  129; 
Messer  v.  The  Padette&,  168  Mass.  140,  46 
N.  B.  Rep.  407,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  871. 
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"Where  the  trade-mark  consists  of  a  name,  how  far  it  is  capable 
of  assignment  is  a  more  difficult  question.  We  think  that  the 
answer  to  this  question  depends  upon  the  effect  which  the  use  of 
the  name  in  each  particular  instance  is  shown  to  have  upon  the 
minds  of  the  public.  If  it  leads  the  public  to  believe  that  the  par- 
ticular goods  are,  in  fact;  made  by  the  person  whose  name  is  thus 
stamped  upon  them,  or  in  whose  name  they  are  advertised,  whereas 
they  are,  in  fact,  made  by  another  person,  then  such  a  use  of  the 
name  will  not  be  protected  by  the  courts;  for  to  do  so  would  be  to 
protect  the  perpetration  of  a  fraud  upon  the  public.  Thus,  if  an 
author  were  to  assign  to  another  the  privilege  of  publishing  books 
with  his  name  upon  their  title-page,  or  if  a  painter  were  to  sell  to 
another  the  privilege  of  placing  the  former's  signature  on  pictures 
painted  by  the  latter,  it  cannot  for  a  moment  be  supposed  that  any 
court  would  protect  such  a  supposed  right,  even  as  against  the  orig- 
inal assignor."* 

Agreements  whose  object  is  to  influence  a  quasi-pub- 
lic corporation  to  act  for  the  private  interest  of  one  or 
several  persons  rather  than  for  the  interest  of  all  the 
public  are  illegal— in  short  /any  agreement  which  has 
for  its  object  the  disabling  of  public  agencies  from  per- 
forming their  full  duties  to  the  public,®  or  the  thwarting 
of  public  enterprises/  as  for  example  an  agreement  to 
give  property  or  money  to  a  railroad  in  consideration  of 
the  company  locating  its  station  at  a  place  chosen  by 
the  promisor,  without  regard  to  the  public  convenience.® 

§303.  ,Same — Auction  Sales. 

To  raise  the  price  of  a  thing  put  up  at  public  auction 
is  a  fraud  on  the  buyer.^  Agreements,  therefore,  made 


s  Skinner  v.  Oaks,  10  Mo.  (App.)  57. 

eChoteau  v.  R.  Co.  82  Mo.  (App.)  386; 
Wiffffins  Ferry  Co.  v.R.  Co.,  5  Mo.  (App.) 
577. 188  Mo.  296. 

TSlocum  V.  Wooley,  11  Atl.  Rep.  264 
(N.J.). 

0  HoUadav  v.  Patterson,  6  Oregon,  182; 
Pacific  R.  Co.  V.  Scely,  45  Mo.  212;  Work- 
man V.  Campbell,  4  6  Mo.  806; 
St.  Jo.  etc..  R.  Co.  ▼.  Ryan, 
11  Kan.  602,  15  Am.  Rep.  357;  Marsh 
V.  R.  Co.,  64  111.  414, 16  Am.  Rep.  664;  St. 
Louis,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Mathers,  71  III.  603, 
^  Am.  Rep.  122;  Doane  v.  R.  Co.,  160  111. 
22:  Williamson  v.  R.  Co.  58  Iowa,  126,38 


Am.  Rep.  206;  Pucb  o,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Tay- 
lor. 6  Col.  1,  46  Am.  Rep.  612. 

iVeazie  v.  Williams,  8  How.  135; 
Trouffhton  v.  Johnston,  2  Hayw.  328, 2  Am. 
Dec.  626;  Steele  v.  Ellmaker,  11  Ser&r.  &  R. 
86;Towlev.  Leavitt,  28  N.H.  860,56  Am, 
Dec.  105;  Bank  of  Metropolis  v.  Sprasfue. 
20  N.  J.  (Bq.)  L')0;  Pennock's  Appeal,  14  Pa. 
St.  44H,  68  Am.  Dec.  561;  Curtis  v.  Aspin- 
wall.  114  Mass.  187, 10  Am.  Rep.  832;  Peck 
V.  List,  23  W.  Va.  888,  48  Am.  Rep.  898; 
Keynolds  v.  Dcchaums,  24  Tex.  174,  78 
Am.  Dec.  101, 36  Atl.  Rep.  866  (Pa);  Spring- 
er V.  Klensorffe,  83  Mo.  163;  McDonnell  ▼. 
Reffney,  66  NT  W.  Rep.  52  (Mich.). 
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between  the  auctioneer  and  the  owner  or  between  the 
owner  and  a  third  party  by  which  one  is  to  act  as  a 
^'puffer/'  are  illegal  and  cannot  be  enforced  on  either 
side :  the  puflfer  can  not  recover  the  compensation  prom- 
ised for  his  services,  and  the  purchaser  on  discovering 
the  fraud  may  return  the  property  or  refuse  to  be  bound 
by  his  bid.^  But  it  is  not  ill^al  to  place  a  limit  on  the 
price  below  which  the  property  must  not  be  sold,  and  to 
withdraw  it  if  it  does  not  reach  that  figure,'  nor  to  em- 
ploy a  person  to  make  fictitious  bids  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  preventing  a  sacrifice  of  the  property  offered  for 
sale.* 

Agreements  made  by  bidders  not  to  bid  against  each 
other  with  a  view  of  preventing  fair  competition  at  an 
auction  sale  are  illegal  because  they  are  a  fraud  on  the 
owner  of  the  property;*^  though  if  the  intention  of  the 
parties  be  simply  to  obtain  small  quantities  of  the  prop- 
erty which  they  desire,  the  lots  offered  being  larger  than 
any  one  of  them  alone  is  able  or  desires  to  purchase,  the 
agreement  is  valid.® 

§304.    Fraud  and  Illegality  DistinguisJied. 

It  is  important  to  distinguish  fraud  as  a  civil  wrong 
from  fraud  as  a  vitiating  element  in  a  contract — ^which 
has  been  treated  in  a  previous  chapter.*  Fraud  as  we 
have  seen^  may  vitiate  a  contract  not  because  it  is  a 


2  Suines  ▼.  Shore.  16  Pa.  St.  200,  56  Am. 
Dec.  492;  McDowell  v.  Simmt,  Busb.  Eq. 
180,  67  Am.  Dec.  506. 

s  Towle  V.  Leavitt,  28  N.  H.  360.  66  Am. 
Dec.  195;  Steele  v.  Ellmaker,  11  Serg.  & 
R.  86. 

«  Wolfe  V.  Lyster,  1  Ha|l,  146;  Reynolds 
V.  Dechaums,  24  Tex.  174, 76  Am.  Dec. 
101;  Steele  v.  Ellmaker,  11  Serg.  &  R.  86; 
Lee  V.  Lee.  19  Mo.  420;  Smith  v.  Greenlee, 
2  Dev.  126,18  Am.  Dec.  664:  McMillan  ▼. 
Harris,  86  S.  E.  Rep.  834  (Ga.). 

s  Phippen  v.  Stickney,  8  Mete.  888;  Dud- 
ley T.  Odom,  6  S.  C.  131,  22  Am.  Rep.  6; 
Doolin  V.  Ward,  6  Johns.   194;  Wooton  v. 
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Hinkle,  20  Mo.  290;  Ray  v.  Mackin«  100  111. 
246;  Hunter  v.  Pfeiffer,  106  Ind.  197;  Atche- 
son  V.  Mallon,  43  N.  Y.  147;  Gibbs  v. 
Smith,  116  Mass.  SQSS; Towle  v.  Leaviti,  28 
N.  H.  860,66  Am.  Dec.  196;  Gardiner  v. 
Morse,  26  Me.  140;  Gulick  t.  Ward,  10 
N.  J.  {L.)  87,  81  Am.  Dec.  888;  Kine  t. 
Turner,  41  Pac.  Rep.  664  (Or.). 

«  Marie  v.  Garrison,  88  N.  Y.  14- Wicker 
V.  Hoppoch.  6  Wall.  94;  Garrett  v.  Moss,  80 
111.  649:  National  Bk.  v.  Sprague,  20  N.  J. 
Eq.  159. 

1  Ante  {  228. 

s  Ante  {  228. 
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civil  wrong  but  because  as  between  the  parties 
the  fraud  of  one  of  them  has  prevented  the  consent 
of  the  other  from  being  a  genuine  consent.  The  differ- 
ence between  legality  of  object  and  reality  of  consent 
may  be  illustrated  thus :  A  by  a  fraudulent  representa- 
tion induces  B  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  Wm.  The 
contract  is  voidable  by  B  because  his  consent  was  not 
genuine  or  real.  C  and  D  enter  into  a  contract  the  ob- 
ject of  which  is  to  defraud  E.  The  contract  is  void  be- 
cause C  and  D  have  agreed  to  do  what  is  illegal. 

(c) 

AGREEMENTS  AGAINST  PUBLIC  POLICY. 

§305.     Introdiictory. 

Public  policy  is  a  phrase  of  frequent  occurrence  in 
the  law  reports  and  yet  not  capable  of  any  very  exact 
definition.  It  is  difficult  to  find  its  earliest  application ; 
it  is  said  by  an  eminent  authority*  that  the  doctrine  of 
public  policy  originated  in  the  endeavor  to  elude  the 
binding  force  of  wagering  agreements.  Modern  decisions, 
while  maintaining  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  consider  the 
public  advantage,  have  tended  to  limit  the  sphere  within 
which  this  duty  has  been  exercised,  and  the  modern  view 
of  the  subject  is  expressed  by  Jessel,  M.  R.,  in  Printing 
Company  v.  Sampson,^  where  he  says : 

"It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  you  are  not  to  extend  arbitrarily 
those  rules  which  say  that  a  given  contract  is  void  as  being  against 
public  policy,  because  if  there  is  one  thing  which  more  than  an- 
other public  policy  requires  it  is  that  men  of  full  age  and  compe- 
tent understanding  shall  have  the  utmost  liberty  of  contracting 
and  that  their  contracts  when  entered  into  freely  and  voluntarily 
shall  be  held  sacred  and  shall  be  enforced  by  courts  of  justice. 
Therefore  you  have  this  paramount  public  policy  to  consider  that 
you  are  not  lightly  to  interfere  with  the  freedom  of  contract." 

1  Pollock  on  Contr.  272;  Anson  i&  of  the  >  10  Eq.  462. 

opinion  that  it  orifirinated  in  aipreeinents  in 
restraint  of    trade.    Anaoo  Contr.  197. 
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Nevertheless  it  is  well  settled  that  there  are  certain 
kinds  of  agreements  which  are  illegal^  not  because  they 
are  in  breach  of  statutes  or  of  express  rules  of  law  but 
because  they  infringe  certain  tendencies  or  principles 
of  the  law^  and  such  agreements  are  spoken  of  as  being 
against  tlie  policy  of  the  law  or  public  policy.* 

An  agreement  is  not  void  as  against  public  policy,  un- 
less it  is  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the  public,  or  con- 
travenes some  established  interest  of  society.*  But 
where  an  agreement  belongs  to  that  class^  it  will  be  de- 
clared void,  although  in  the  particular  instance,  no  in- 
jury to  the  public  may  have  resulted.*^  Thus  an  agree- 
ment to  influence  legislation  is  void,  although  the  l^s- 
lation  sought  may  be  clearly  beneficial.  An  agreement  to 
influence  an  appointment  to  office  is  void,  although  the 
intent  may  be  to  secure  the  best  qualified  person ;  and 
agreements  whose  tendency  is  to  establish  a  monopoly 
are  void,  although  they  may  not  in  the  particular  case 
destroy  competition  or  enhance  prices.  It  is  hardly  nec- 
essary to  observe  that  public  policy  varies  with  time  and 
place,  and  that  what  may  be  against  public  policy  at 
one  time  or  in  one  state  or  country  may  not  be  so  in 
another.  The  public  policy  of  different  countries  aind 
of  different  states  of  the  Union,  on  the  subject  of  wagers 
and  lotteries,  of  mixed  marriages,  of  Sunday  obser- 
vance, of  the  liquor  traffic,  and  the  like,  is  not  the  same. 

Agreements  of  this  character  may  be  classified  under 
seven  heads,  viz. 

I.     Agreements  tending  to  injure  the  public  service. 


3  Jerome  v.  Bigelow,  66  III.  452;  Craft  v. 
McConoughy,  79  III.  346;  Spalding  v.  Pres- 
ton, 21  Vt.  0,  50  Am.  Dec.  68;  Ohio,  etc., 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Merchants,  etc.,  Ins.  Co.,  11 
Humph.  1,  53  Am.  Dec.  742;  Blasdel  v. 
Powle.  190  Mass.  447,  21  Am.  Rep.  638; 
Leavitt  v.  Palmer,  8  N.  Y.  19,  51  Am.  Dec. 
833;  Holcomb  v.  Weaver,  186  Mass.  266; 
Cumpston  v.  Lambert,  18  Ohio,  81, 51  Am. 
Dec.  442:  Chicago  etc.,  Co.  v.  Gas  Light 
Co.,  121  111.680;  Mernll  v.  Packer,  80  la. 
642;  McNamera  v.  Gargett,  68  Mich.  454. 
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*  Peterson  v.  Christensen,  20  Minn.  877. 

s  Fireman's  Co.  Assn.  v.  Berghaus,  13 
La.  Ann.  209;  Williamson  v.  Chicago,  etc., 
R.  Co.,  58  Iowa  126,4  N.W.  Rep.  870.36 
Am.  Rep.  20^\  Fuller  v.  Dame,  18  Pick. 
472:  Pacific  R.  Co.  v.  Seely,  45  Mo.  212, 
100  Am.  Dec.  869:  Richardson  v.  Crandall, 
48  N.  V.  348;  Woodstock  Iron  Co.  v.  Rich- 
mond, etc..  Extension  Co.,  129  U.  S.  648: 
Oscanyan  v.  Winchester  Arms  Co.,  108 
U.S.  261. 
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II.  Agreements  tending  to  obstruct  the  course  of 
public  justica 

III.  Agreements  tending  to  encourage  litigation. 

IV.  Agreements  contrary  to  good  morals. 

V.  Agreements  which  affect  the  freedom  or  security 
of  marriage. 

VI.  Agreements  which  restrain  the  freedom  of 
trade. 

VII.  Agreements  which  affect  the  security  of  prop- 
erty and  life  or  one's  duty  towards  others. 

§306.    Agreements  to  Influence  Legislative  Action. 

What  are  called  "lobbying  contracts/^  i.  e.,  agree- 
ments to  render  services  in  securing  legislative  action 
through  personal  influence  with  a  legislative  body, 
whether  it  be  congress,  a  state  legislature  or  a  munici- 
pal council,  or  through  other  corrupt  and  objectionable 
meanS)  are  ill^al  and  void  ;^  as  for  example,  an  agree- 
ment for  general  services  in  procuring  legislation,*^  or 
an  agreement  to  prevent  legislative  investigation  into 
the  affairs  of  a  railroad  company  f  or  an  agreement  to 
grant  certain  privileges  in  consideration  of  the  with- 
drawal of  opposition  to  the  passage  of  an  act  through 
the  legislature*  or  an  agreement  to  pay  a  member  of  Con- 
gress for  services  rendered  by  him  in  securing  the  pay- 
ment of  a  claim  required  to  be  authorized  by  Congress.^ 


1  Basket  v.  Moss,  ao  S.  B.  Rep.  734 
(N.  C);  Marshall  v.  R.  Co.,  16  How. 
814.  Trist  V.  Child.  21  Wall.  441;  Mills  v. 
Mills,  40  N.  Y.  578;  Frost  v.  Belmont,  6 
Allen  152;  Howell  v.  Fountain,  3  Ga.  176, 
46  Am.  Dec.  415;  Coppell  v.  Hall,  7  Wall. 
542;  Buck  v.  Bank,  27  Mich.  298,  15  Am. 
Rep.  189;  Nichols  v.  Mudgett,  H2  Vl.  546; 
Elkhart  Co.  Lodfjre  v.  Crary.  98  Ind.  288, 
40  Am.  Rep.  746;  Oscanyar  v.  Arms  Co. 
108  U.  S.  24. 

«  Weed  V.  Black,  2  McAr.  268.  29  Am. 
Rep.  618;  Trist  v.  Child,  21  Wall.  441   Clip- 


pinger  v.  Hepbaugh,  5  Watts  &  S.  315,  40 
Am.  Dec.  519;  Powers  v.  Skinner,  34  Vt. 
274,  80  Am.  Dec.  677;  Bryan  v.  Reynolds,  6 
Wis.  200.  68  Am.  Dec.  55;  Coquillard  v. 
Bearss,  21  Ind.  479,  83  Am.  Dec.  362;  Mills 
V.  Mills,  40  N.  y.  643:  100  Am.  Dec.  595; 
Critchfield  v.  Bermuda  Asphalt  Co.  174  111. 
466;  51  N.  E.  Rep.  552. 

3  Usher  v.  McBratney,  8  Dill.  885. 

♦  Pingryv.  Washburn,  1  Aiken,  264,15 
Am.  Dec.  675. 

s  Weed  ▼.  Black,  2  McAr.  268,  S9  Am. 
Rep.  618. 
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§  3U7     THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT.     [PART  I. 

§307.     Agreements   to  Influence    Administrative    and 
(^  .^  Executive  Action. 

So  agreements  are  void  whose  objects  or  the  services 
to  be  rendered  under  which,  are  to  procure  from  any  de- 
partment of  the  government,  national,  State  or  munici- 
pal, administrative  or  executive  contracts,  or  any  kind 
of  official  action.^ 

"There  is  no  real  difference  In  principle  between  agreements 
to  procure  favors  from  legislative  bodies,  and  agreements  to  pro- 
cure favors  in  the  shape  of  contracts  from  the  heads  of  depart- 
ments. The  introduction  of  improper  elements  to  control  the  action 
of  both»  is  the  direct  and  inevitable  result  of  all  such  arrange- 
ments."* 

Therefore  the  following  have  been  held  illegal: 
An  agreement  to  endeavor  to  obtain  from  a  cabi- 
net officer  a  valuable  contract  for  supplying  arms 
to  the  government,^  an  agreement  to  use  one^s 
influence  with  a  municipal  council  to  procure  a 
lease,*  an  agreement  not  to  compete  with  a  person  in 
making  bids  for  the  carrying  of  the  mail  or  other  gov- 
ernment contract  or  to  share  in  the  result,**  an  agree- 
ment to  secure  the  removal  or  location  of  a  public  build- 
ing;® an  agreement  guaranteeing  to  pay  a  sum  of 
money  to  certain  persons  provided  they  will  petition 
the  common  council  of  a  city  for  street  improvements  ^ 
a  promise  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  a  mail  contractor  if 


I  Basket  v.  Most,  90  S.  B.  Rep.  73A; 
Oscanyar  v.  Arms  Co.,  108  U.  S.  261;  Cook 
V.  Shipman,  24  111.  614,  51  III.  816;  Meiruire 
T.  Corwine,  101  U.S.  108:  Devlin  v.  Brady, 
86  N,  Y.  681:  Spence  v.  Harvey,  Zt  Gal. 
886.  83  Am.  Dec.  69;  Brooks V.  Cooper,  60 
N.  J.  Eq.  761.  96  Atl.  Rep.  978,  85  Am.  St. 
Rep.  798.  Hope  v.  Linden  Park  Assn.,  84 
Atl.  Rep.  1070  (^.  J.):  Boyle  v.  Adams, 


50  Minn.  856,  B 


Rep.  960 


»  Tool  Co.  V.  Norris,  9  WsU.  48. 

3  Tool  Co.  V.  V  >rris.  2  Wall .  45. 

♦  Wallv.  Charlick.  8  N.  Y.   Leg.  Obs 
280;.  Fease  v.  Walsh,  49  How.  Pr.  969. 


s  Hannah  v.  Fife,  27  Mich.  172;  Gulick 
v.  Ward,  9  N.  J.  (L.)  87, 18  Am.  Dec.  880; 
King  V.  Winants,  71  N.  C.  460,  17  Am. 
Rep.  11;  Swan  v.  Chorpeninff,  90  Cal.  189; 
Atcheson  v.  Mallon,  48  N.  Y.  147,  8  Am. 
Rep.  678. 

<  County  Commrs.  v.  Jones,  1  111.  987; 
Filson  V.  Himes,  5  Pa.  St.  459.  47  Am  Dec. 
429;  Spence  v.  Harvey,  92  Cal.  886, 68  Am. 
Dec.  60. 

7  McGuire  v.  Smock,  49  Ind.  1,  18  Am. 
Rep.  388. 


1 
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he  will  repudiate  his  contract  for  carrying  the  mail,®  a 
promise  to  a  collector  of  taxes  in  consideration  that  he 
will  forbear  to  collect  the  taxes  in  the  manner  required 
by  law,®  an  agreement  to  endeavor  to  procure  from  the 
governor  for  a  compensation  a  pardon  for  a  convict,^  ^ 
a  note  given  to  procure  a  party  to  sign  a  petition  for  ex- 
executive  clemency.^^ 

§308.     Appointment  of  Public  Officers. 

Agreements  which  have  for  their  object  the  purchase 
or  sale  of  a  public  office  are  illegal,  for  the  public  has  a 
right  to  some  better  test  of  the  capacity  of  its  servants 
than  the  fact  that  they  possess  the  means  of  purchasing 
their  offices.^  Therefore  all  agreements  are  void  whose 
object  is  to  influence  the  appointment  of  a  person  to  a 
public  office. 

§309.     Agreements  Influencing  Elections. 

If  there  are  any  contracts,  it  has  been  well  said,^ 
upon  which  courts  should  put  the  stamp  of  their  disap- 
probation, they  are  those  curtailing  or  tending  to  cur- 
tail a  free  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise.  Therefore 
agreements  to  use  one's  influence  to  promote  the  elec- 
tion of  another  to  a  public  office,^  or  to  pay  for  services 
rendered  by  another  as  a  canvasser  at  a  primary  elec- 


8  Weld  V.  Lancaster,  56  Me.  4&8. 

0  Packard  v.  Tisdale,  60  Me.  876. 

10  Hatzfield  v.  Gulden,  7  Watts,  168, 8*.^ 
Am.  Dec.  760;  Kribben  v.  Haycraft,  26 
Mo.  896;  Wildey  v.  Collier,  7  Md.  273,  61 
Am.  Dec.  846;  Deerinfir  v.  Cunningham,  68 
Kas.  174,  66  Pac.  Rep.  268. 

1 1  Buck  V.  Bank,  27  Mich.  802, 16  Am. 
Rep.  189;  Haines  v.  Lewis,  64  Iowa,  801, 
37  Am.  Rep.  202. 

1  Basket  v.  Mom,  aoS.  B.  Rep.  734; 
Omen  V.  Rodes,  8A.  K.  Marsh,  482,  18 
Am.  Dec.  193;  Morse  v.  Ryan.  26  wis.  366; 
Gray  v.  Hook,  4  N.  Y .  447,  Hall  v.  Gavit, 
18Ind.  390;  Grotonv.  Waldoborougb,  11 


Me.  806,  26  Am.  Rep.  531;  Engle  v.  Chip- 
man,  61  Mich.  624;  Waldron  v.  Evans.  1 
Dak.  11;  Gray  v.  Hook,  4  N.  V.  449; 
Nichols  ▼.  Mudgett,  82  Vt.  546;  Filson  v. 
Himes,  6  Pa.  St.  462, 47  Am.  Dec.  422;  Gas- 
ton v.  Drake.  14  Nev.  176,88  Am.  Rep. 
548;  Faurie  v.  Morin,  4  Mart.  (L.)  89,  6 
Am.  Dec.  701;  Meguire  v.  Corwine,  101 
U.S.  108. 

1  Gaston  v.  Drake,  14  Nev.  175,  88  Am. 
Rep.  648. 

>  Gaston  v.  Drake,  supra;  Nichols  v. 
Mudgett.  82  Vt.  646;  Swayze  v.  Hall,  8 
N.  J.  (L.)  64, 14  Am.  Dec.  899. 
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§  310     THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT.    [PART  I. 

tion  or  as  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  to  secure  the 
promisor's  nomination  for  an  office  f  or  to  pay  the  trav- 
eling expenses  of  a  voter,  or  to  remunerate  him  for  his 
loss  of  time;*  or  an  agreement  to  pay  money  in  consid- 
eration of  abandoning  a  petition  against  the  return  of 
a  member  for  bribery,*  have  all  been  held  to  be  invalid. 

§310.     Exceptions  to  the  Foregoing  Rules. 

The  principles  stated  in  the  foregoing  sections  do  not 
apply  to  agreements  fpr  purely  professional  services  to 
be  rendered  openly,  as  the  attorney  or  agent  of  another, 
in  the  way  of  preparing  papers,  presenting  evidence  and 
submitting  arguments  before  public  bodies,  committees 
or  heads  of  departments  of  the  government  An  agree- 
ment for  contingent  compensation  for  professional  ser- 
vices of  a  legitimate  character  in  prosecuting  a  claim 
pending  in  one  of  the  executive  departments  is  not  il- 
legal;^ nor  one  to  make  a  public  argument  before  the 
legislature  or  its  committees  for  or  against  an  act;^ 
nor  one  whereby  one  agrees  for  hire  to  work  for  the  pas- 
sage of  bills  by  the  legislature,  orto  placebefore  the  gov- 
ernor the  arguments  and  petitions  in  favor  of  thepardon 
of  a  convict  or  to  canvass  and  make  speeches  for  a  candi- 
date for  a  public  office,  provided  he  does  not  conceal  his 
interest  in  the  matter,  but  lets  it  be  known  and  under- 
stood by  the  persons  whose  judgment  he  undertakes  to 
influence.^  In  such  cases  no  fraud  or  wrong  can  axise 
where  all  parties,  the  government  officers  and  agents 
and  the  public,  fully  understood  the  relation  of  each  to 
the  subject-matter  of  the  transaction.  The  wrong  which 

3  Keatingr  v.  Hyde,  28  Mo.  (App.)  655;  i  Sunton  v.  Embry,  98  U.  S.  648;  South - 

Livingston    v.    Page,  58    All.   Rep.    965       ard    v.    Boyd,    51    N.    Y.  177;    Lynn    v. 
(Vt.)  Mitchcll,88N.  Y.  285. 

*  Cooper  V.  Slade.  8  El .  &  B.  447;  Simp-  »  Bryan  v.  Reynolds,  5  Wis,  800,  68  Am . 

son  V.  Yeend,  L.  K.  4  Q.  B.  686.  Dec.  65. 

s  Coppock  V.  Bower»  4  Mees  &  W.  861.  3  Miles  ▼.  Thorne,  38  Gal.  835,  99  Am. 
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the  courts  strike  down  is  the  fraud  practiced  by  a  per- 
son's attempting  to  exert  his  influence  with  the  agents 
of  the  government  or  the  people  and  apparently  giving 
disinterested  advice,  whereas  he  is  in  fact  the 
person  chiefly  interested  in  the  success  of  his  under- 
taking.^ 

§311.    Salaries  of  Public  Officers. 

The  salary  or  emoluments  of  a  public  officer  cannot  be 
sold  or  assigned  by  the  holder,  and  any  agreement  to  do 
so  is  void  as  against  public  policy  ;^  as  for  example  the 
assignment  Ky  a  clerk  of  a  court  of  all  the  fees  of  his  of- 
flce,*  or  the  assignment  of  the  unearned  pay  of  a  retired 
army  officer,*  or  the  unearned  salary  of  a  mail  clerk.* 
Said  an  English  judge: 

"It  la  fit  that  the  public  servants  should  retain  the  means  of  a 
decent  subsistence  and  not  be  exposed  to  the  temptations  of  poY- 
orty.'^ 

Even  more  reprehensible  are  agreements  to  assign  a 
part  of  one's  compensation  as  a  public  officer  in  consid- 
eration of  an  unlawful  agreement  on  the  part*  of  the  as- 
signee; as,  for  example,  an  agreement  made  before  an 
election  to  share  the  sajary  and  fees  of  an  office  in  con- 
sideration of  the  plaintiff's  using  his  influence  to  elect 
the  defendant  to  such  office  f  or  an  agreemient  by  an  ap- 
plicant for  an  office  to  divide  the  receipts,  in  considera- 
tion that  a  rival  applicant  will  withdraw  or  has  with- 
drawn.'^  or  shall  aid  the  other  in  obtaining  the  office,* 

♦  Wyljc  V.  Cox,  15  How.  416;  Taylor  v.  *State  v.  Williamson,  118  Mo.  146,   23  S. 

Bemiss.  110  U.  S.  42;  Sedgwick  v.  Stanton,       W.  Rep.  1054. 
M  ^'^'  *^'  ^°*'*'°**".^-  Campbell,  4«  5  Foster  v.  Wells,  8  M.  3t  W.  149. 

?«  ,              o        «»   1  T>  i>«^   Di-  •  Gaston  V.  Drake,  U  Ncv.   175;  88  Am. 

1  Palmer  V.  Bate,  2  B .  A  B.  673;  Bhss  v.  Rep.  548;  Robinson  v.  Robinson    66  Ala. 

Lawrence,  68  N.  V.  44«:  Bann  v.  Dunn,  (jjq 

66Cal.  72;  Beal  v.  McVicker,  li  Mo.  App.  ;^^^^^  ^  ^^^^  ^  ^^  g^    ^.  ^^^.^ 

,  I?-  ij       r-u-  1        ^  V     omx    Ao   A  ^-  Wade,  87  Gal.   168;  Glover  ▼.  Taylor, 

«    ^If,'?  X;  C>»«P^«J»  K^^*  ^/,  ^'  ^^       38  La-  Ann.  684.  ' 

Rep.  215;  Bowery  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Wilson,  122  _  ^  u     •.  ^  xj  -tr  ^^n 

N.t.  478, 19  Am.  St.   Rep.  507.  '  Gray  v.  Hook,  4  N.  Y.  449. 

•Schwenk  v.  Wychoflf,  46  N.  J.  (Eq.)  600, 
19  Am.  St.  Rep.  438. 
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§  313  THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGBEEMENT.  [PAET  I. 

§312.     Agreements  Ohatructing  Course  of  Justice. 

Any  agreement  having  a  tendency  to  obstruct,  impede 
or  interfere  with  the  administration  of  justice  is  void^ 
Under  this  head  fall  agreements  to  procure  or  suppress 
evidence,^  to  induce  a  witness  to  testify  or  to  refrain 
from  testifying,  or  to  influence  his  testimony,^  to  prevent 
a  criminal  prosecution  or  to  stifle  it  after  it  is  begun,* 
to  interfere  with  the  proper  discharge  of  a  judicial  or 
other  officer  charged  with  the  enforcement  of  the  law  f 
or  an  agreement  to  indemnify  a  sherilBf,  constable,  or 
other  officer,  for  an  act  to  be  done  by  him  in  violation  or 
neglect  of  his  official  duty.* 


§313.     Compounding  Criminal  Offenses. 

m 

*  The  compounding  of  crimes  or  misdemeanors  is  a 
crime  itself  at  common  law  and  hence  agreements  in- 
volving such  intent  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  are  void, 
not  only  as  against  the  policy  of  the  law,  but  because  the 
agreement  is  itself  a  crime.^ 


HI 


'This  Is  ft  contract  to  tempt  a  man  to  transgress  the  law,  to  do 
that  which  is  injurious  to  the  community:  it  is  void  by  the  common 
law;  and  the  reason  why  the  common  law  says  such  contracts  are 
void,  is  for  the  public  good.  You  shall  not  stipulate  for  iniquity. 
All  writers  upon  our  law  agree  in  this;  no  polluted  hand  shall 
touch  the  pure  fountains  of  justice."* 


.1  Collins  V.  Blantern,  3  Wils.  841,  1 
Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  490;  Bierbaur  v.  Wirth, 
10  Hiss,  60:  Brown  v. Nat.  Bk.,  IVT  Ind.  865, 
87  N.  E.  Rep.  168. 

>  Cobb  V.  Cowdery,  40  Vt.  25,  94  Am. 
Dec.  870. 

3  Patterson  v.  Donner,  46  Cal.  869; 
Dawkins  ▼.  Gill,  10  Ala.  206:  Kennedy  v. 
Hodi^es,  97  Ga.  768,  86  S.  B.  Rep.  493; 
Goodrich  V.  Tenney,  144  III.  442,  SIN.  E. 
Rep.  44. 

4  Ormerod  ▼.  Dearman,  100  Pa.  St.  661, 
46  Am.  Rep.  891;  Rhodes  v.  Neal,  64  Ga. 
704,  87  Am.  Rep.  93;  Barron  v.  Tucker,  58 
Vt.  388,  88  Am.  Rep.  684;  Avenbeck  v.  Hall, 
14  Bush,  805;  Bowman  v.  Phelps,  41  Kan. 
864;  Ricketts  ▼.  Harvey,  106  Ind.  664; 
Dunkin   y.   Hodge,  46  Ala.  683. 
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9  Wright  V.  Rindskopf,  48  Wis.  844; 
Rhodes  V.  Neal.  84  Ga.  704,  37  Am.  Rep. 
98;  Wildey  v.  Collier,  7  Md.  878,  61  Am. 
Dec.  848;  Ormerod  v.  Deauman,  100  Pa. 
St.  661,  46  Am.  Rep.  391. 

0  Webber  v.  Blunt,  19  Wend,  188,  Denney 
V.  Lincoln,  6  Mass.  386;  Shotwell  v.  Hamb- 
lin,  88  Miss.  166,  56  Am.  Dec.  88;  Goodale 
V.     Holbridge,  2  Johns.  193. 

1  Ante {896,  Williams  v.  Bailey.  L.R.  1  H. 
L.  880;  Ormerod  v.  Dearman,  100  Pa.  St. 
661;  Bobb  v.  Hitchcock,  40  Ala.  468,  80  Am. 
Rep.  288;  McMahon  ▼.  Smith,  47  Conn. 
881,  86  Am.  Rep.  97;  Hinesburgh  v.  Sum- 
ner, 9  Vt.  28,  81  Am.  Dec.  600:  Peed  v. 
McKee,  48  Iowa,  689,  80  Am.  Rep.  681; 
Schultz  V.  Culbertson,  46  Wis.  818; 
Ricketts  ▼.  Harvey,  106  Ind.  684. 

s  Collins  V.  Blantern,  8  Wils.  847. 
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Therefore  a  bond,  a  deed,  or  other  agreement,  the  con- 
sideration of  which  is  not  to  prosecute  for  an  offense 
which  has  been  committed  is  void.* 

But  a  person  whose  property  has  been  stolen  or  whose 
rights  have  been  interfered  with  may  compromise  with 
the  wTong-doer — ^provided  there  is  no  agreement  not  to 
prosecute.*  A  threat  to  prosecute  by  which  a  promise  is 
forced  from  the  wrong-doer  while  it  may  be  considered 
as  duress  and  render  it  voidable*^  will  not  avoid  the 
agreement.®  And  even  an  agreement  not  to  prosecute  is 
not  illegal,  where  it  is  made  not  for  the  sake  of  gain,  but 
from  motives  of  kindness  and  compassion^  or  on  account 
of  relationship.®  Where  the  prosecution  is  criminal  in 
form  only,  or  the  injury  complained  of  is  of  a  purely  pri- 
vate and  personal  nature,  in  no  way  involving  the  inter- 
ests of  the  public,  an  agreement  for  its  settlement  is  not 
illegal.* 

,  §314.    Agreements  Ousting  Jurisdiction  of  Courts. 

An  agreement  whose  object  is  to  prevent  the  courts 
from  obtaining  jurisdiction  of  a  dispute  is  illegal,^  as 
for  example  a  promise  that  if  one  party  breaks  an 
agreement  he  shall  not  be  sued  for  it^  or  an  agreement 
that  the  decisions  of  the  officers  of  a  benefit  association 
shall  be  final*  or  preventing  a  party  from  bringing  an 


3  Pearce  ▼.  Wilton,  111  Pa.  St.  14.  66 
Am.  Rep.  S48,  Bredin's  Appeal,  92  Pa  St. 
241,  87  Am.  Rep.  877;  Rock  v.  Matthews, 
85  W.  Va.681, 14  S.  E.  Rep.  187:  McCoy  v. 
Green.  88  Mo.  096;  Tanis  v.  Roentgen,  62 
Mo.  (App.)  114;  1  Groesbeck  v.  Bftanhall, 
44  S.  C.  MBB,  22  S.  B.  Rep.  748. 

*  Souhesan  Bk.  v  Wallace,  61  N.  H.  24; 
Catlin  V.  Henton,  0  Wis.  476:  Gunn  v. 
Plant,  94  U.S.  664. 

s  See  ante  §  206. 

s  Powell  V.  Planary,  109  Ky.  34a,  59 
8.  W.  Rep.  5;  Ford  v.  Craiiy,  68  11^818; 
Cass  County  Bank  v.  Bricker,  84  Neb. 
516,6«N.  W.  Rep.  675:  Weber  V.  Barrett, 
125  N.  Y.  18,  25  N.  E.  Rep.  1068. 


1  Ward  V.  Allen,  2  Met.  58, 86  Am.  Dec. 
387. 

8  Dodson  V.  Swan,  2  W.  Va.  611,  96  Am. 
Dec.  787. 

0  See  9  Cyc.  609.  The  statutes  of  some 
of  the  states  permit  the  compromise 
of  misdemeanors. 

1  New  York  Fidelity  Co.  v.  Eickhof!,  68 
Minn.  170,65  N.  W.  Rep.  851;  White  ▼. 
R.  Co.,  135  Mass.  216. 

t  Knorr  v.  Bates,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  601, 86^ 
Id.  1060. 

>  Supreme  Council  v.  ForsinMr,  125 
Ind.62,25N.  E.  Rep.62. 
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action  except  in  a  paxticular  rourt.*  And  parties  are  not 
allowed  by  agreement  to  va  ^  the  procedure  in  the 
courts  prescribed  by  statute.  A  proyision  in  a  lease  that 
the  landlord  should  have  the  right  to  take  immediate 
judgment  against  the  tenant  in  case  of  a  default  on  his 
part  without  giving  the  notice  and  demand  for  posses- 
sion and  filing  the  complaint  required  by  the  statute, 
has  been  held  ill^al.^  On  this  ground  an  agreement  has 
been  declared  ill^al  which  attempted  to  shorten  the 
time  allowed  by  the  statute  of  limitations  for  bringing 
suit,®  and  some  courts  refuse  to  enforce  conditions  in 
promissory  notes  that  if  the  note  is  not  paid  the  maker 
will  pay  a  stated  attorney's  fee,  because  the  statutes  pre- 
scribe the  amount  which  may  be  taxed  against  a  defeated 
litigant.'^ 

And  while  we  have  seen  that  an  agreement  not  to 
bring  an  action  on  a  civil  claim  is  a  valid  consideration 
for  a  promise^  yet  if  public  interests  are  involved  such 
an  agreement  will  be  void  as  against  public  policy — as 
for  example  an  agreement  not  to  prevent  the  obstruc- 
tion of  a  public  street*  or  to  withdraw  a  plea  of  usury^*^ 
or  to  make  no  defence  to  a  suit  for  divorca^^ 

§315.    Maintencmce  wnd  Champerty. 

Maintenance  at  common  law  is  an  officious  intermed- 
dling in  a  suit,  that  in  no  way  belongs  to  one,  by  assist- 
ing either  party,  with  money  or  otherwise,  to  prosecute 
or  defend.  It  is  said  to  be  an  offense  against  good  mor- 

■ 

*  Doyle  V.  Ina.  Co.,  94  U.  S.'686;  Mutual  »  Ante,  Chap.  IV, 

Reserve  Co.  v.  Cleveland  Mills.  88  Fed.  9  Amcstoy  v.  Electric  Co.,fl5Cal.  811, 

Rep.  608.  80  Pac.  Rep.  650. 

5  French  V.  Miller,  186  III.  611,9  Am.  i  o  Qark  v.  Spencer,  14  Kas.  398. 19  Am. 

St.  Rep.  861.  Rep.  96. 

«  French  v.  Ins.  Co..  5  McLean,  461, 18  n  Loveren  v.   Loveren,  106  Cal.  509,  89 

How.  404.  Pac.  Rep.  801;  Smulzer  v.  Slimson,  9  Colo. 

7  Witherspoon  v.  Musselman,  14  Bush,  App.  826,  48   Pac.    Rep.    814,    Saylea  v. 

^U\  Conn.  Nat.  Bk.  y.   Davidson,  82  Pac.  Saylea,  21  N.  H.  818,  58  Am.  Dec.  206. 
Rep.  617  (Ore.) 
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als  in  that  it  keeps  alive  strife,  and  perverts  the  reme- 
dial powers  of  the  law  into  an  engine  of  oppression.  In 
the  United  States  there  must  be  something  vexatious  in 
the  maintenance;  a  purpose  of  stirring  up  strife  and 
continuing  unnecessary  litigation.^ 

Champerty  is  a  species  of  maintenance,  being  a  "bar- 
gain with  a  plaintiff  or  defendant  to  divide  the  land  or 
other  thing  sued  for  between  them  if  he  pirevails  at 
law."^  In  many  of  the  States,  the  common  law  of  cham- 
perty exists,  either  by  statute  or  by  judicial  decision,* 
while  in  others  the  doctrine  is  rejected  as  being  the  pro- 
duct of  an  obsolete  social  system  and  inapplicable  to  the 
Btate  of  society  of  to-day.^  In  others  again  it  is  held 
that  it  is  an  essential  element  of  champerty  that  the 
person  shall  contribute  to  the  expense  of  a  litigation; 
and  that  therefore  an  agreement  with  an  attorney  that 
he  is  to  receive  as  compensation  for  his  services  a  por- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation  is  not  cham- 
pertous,  unless  he  also  agrees  to  pay  or  advance  the^ 
costs  and  expenses  of  the  suit.® 

§316.     Agreements  to  Refer  to  Arbitration. 

An  agreement  that  matters  which  have  arisen  or  may 
arise  between  the  parties  shall  be  referred  to  an  arbitra- 


1  Thallhimer  v.  Brincherhoff,  8  Cow. 
«28, 15  Am.  Dec.  306;  Ferine  v.  Dunn,  3 
Johns.  Ch.  506;  McCall  v.  Capehart,  20 
Ala.  521;  Brown  v.  Bigrne,  28  Pac.  Rep.  11. 

>  Bouv.  Law  Diet. 

3  Martin  v.  Clark,  8  R.  I.  889,  5  Am. 
Rep.  586;  Backus  v.  Byron,  4  Mich.  535; 
Ackert  v.  Barkei,  181  Mass.  436;  Board- 
man  v.  Thompson,  25  Iowa,  4ST;  Rust  v. 
Larue,  4  Litt.  112, 14  Am.  Dec.  172;  Cole- 
man  v.  Billings,  89  111.  183;  Weakly  v.  Hall, 
18  Ohio,  167,  42  Am.  Dec.  194:  Miller  v. 
Larson,  19  Wis.  463;  Hovey  v.  Hobson, 
51  Me.  62;  Martin  v.  Amos.  18  Ired.  196; 
Sutsenburfr  v.  Marks,  79  Ind.  193,  Thomp- 
son V.  Marshall,  36  Ala.  504,  76  Am.  Dec. 
828;Lytle  v.  S»te,  17  Ark.  608;  Webb  v. 
Armstronjr,  5  Humph,  879;  Lynn  v.  Moss, 
62  S.  W.  Rep.  712  (Ky  );  Moses  v.  Bagley, 
JM  Ga.  888. 


«  Reece  v.  Kyle,  86  N.  B.  Rep.  747; 
Casserleifh  v.  Wood,  39  Pac.  Rep.  1094 
(Colo.);  Danforth  v.  Streeter,  28  Vt.  490: 
Sherley  v.  Rign,  11  Humph,  58;  Ballard 
V.  Carr,  48  Cal.  74;  Richardson  v.  Row- 
land, 40  Conn.  565;  Hickox  v.  Elliott,  22 
Fed.  Rep.  13:  Phillip  v.  South  Park 
Commrs.,  119  111.  629;  Fowler  v.  Callan, 
102  N.  Y.  896. 

s  Duke  V.  Harper,  66  Mo.  51, 27  Am. 
Rep.  814,  2  Mo.  App.  1;  Allard  v.  Lamlr- 
and,  29  Wis.  502;  Moses  v.  Ba^rley.  54  Ga. 
288;  Martin  v.  Clark,  8  R.  1.  889,  6  Am. 
Rep.  586;  Meeks  v.  Dewberry,  57  Ga.  288; 
Boardman  v.  Thompson,  25  Iowa,  487; 
Martin  v.  Amos,'  8  Ired.  201; 
Atchison,  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  29 
Kan.  218;  Blaisdell  v.  Ahern,  144  Mass.  898, 
59  Am.  Rep.  99;  Stanton  v.  Bmbrey.  93  U. 
S.  548:  Taylor  v.  Bemis,  110  U.  S.  42. 
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tor  or  ai'bitrators  is  not  binding  and  either  party  may 
have  recourse  to  the  courts  notwithstanding  it.^  The 
reason  of  the  rule  is  by  some  traced  to  the  jealousy  of 
the  courts  and  a  desire  to  repress  any  attempt  to  en- 
croach on  the  exclusiveness  of  their  jurisdiction,  and  by 
others  to  an  aversion  on  the  part  of  the  courts  from  rea- 
son of  public  policy  to  sanction  agreements  by  which  the 
protection  which  the  law  alBfords  the  citizen  is  re- 
nounced.* 

But  when  an  agreement  contains  a  condition  which 
provides  that  disputes  arising  out  of  it  shall  be  referred 
to  arbitration,  the  validity  of  such  a  condition  depends 
upon  rather  a  fine  distinction.  WTiere  the  amount  of 
damage  sustained  hy  a  breach  of  the  agreement  is  to  be 
ascertained  by  si)ecifled  arbitration  before  any  right  of 
action  arises,  the  condition  is  good  f  but  where  all  mat- 
ters in  dispute,  of  whatever  sort,  are  to  be  referred  to  ar- 
bitrators and  to  them  alone,  the  condition  is  illegal.* 
The  one  imposes  a  condition  precedent  to  a  right  of  ac- 
tion  accruing,  the  other  endeavors  to  prevent  any  right 
of  action  accruing  at  all. 

"If  a  tenant  covenant  that  he  will  cultivate  the  demised  land  in 
a  husband-like  manner  and  also  covenants  that  If  any  dispute  shall 
arise  In  respect  thereof  it  shall  be  referred  to  arbitration,  an  action- 
may  nevertheless  be  maintained;  but  where  the  covenant  is  to  pay 
such  damages  as  shall  be  ascertained  by  an  arbitrator,  no  action* 
will  lie  until  he  has  ascertained  them."* 

The  principle  is  frequently  applied  in  the  United 
States  to  contracts  for  the   construction   of  buildings,. 


1  Reed  v.  Ins.  Co.,  188  Mass.  578: 
Wood  V.  Humphrey,  114  Mass.  185:  Laflin 
V.  R.  R.  Co.,  84  Fed.  Rep.  859;  Hunt  v. 
Litchfield,  S9  N.  Y.  877;  Smith  v.  R.  Co., 
S0N.  H.  487;  March  v.  R.  Co.,  40  N.  H. 
M8.  77  Am.  Dec.  732;  Hajgrigrart  v.  Morgan, 
5  N.  Y.  422.  56  Am.  Dec.  850;  Binusev. 
Page,  1  Abb.  App.  154:  Holmes  v.  Ricket, 
SaCal.  807,  38  Am.  Reo.  54;  Hamilton  v. 
Int.  Co.,  187  U.  S.  870:  Galther  ▼.  Daugher- 
ty,  18  Ky.  TOO,  38  S.  W.  Rep.  2. 
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>  Delaware  Canal  Coal  Co.  v.  Penn. 
Coal  Co.,  50  N.  Y.  268. 

3  Smith  V.  Rrifl^RB,  S  Denio,  78;  Hamil 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  187  U.  S.  870;  Holmes  v.  Rick- 
et. 56  Cal.  807.  88  Am.  Rep.  54;  Hood  v. 
Hartshorn,  100  Mass.  119, 1  Am.  Rep.  89; 
Rowe  V.  Williams,  07  Mass.  168. 

*  Cases  cited  in  first  note  to  this  section.. 

s  Tredwen  ▼.  Holman,  10  Week.  Rep.. 
662, 1  H.  &  C.  72. 
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railroads,  canals  and  other  works  involving  numerous 
details.  These  give  arise  to  many  questions  which  a 
court  of  law  might  reasonably  send  ip  a  referee,  and  the 
parties  may  agree  that  such  questions  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  an  architect  or  engineer  or  by  arbitrators,  and 
that  such  determination,  or  a  bona  fide  effort  to  obtain 
it,  shall  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  bring  an 
action.*  Policies  of  insurance  usually  contain  similar 
clauses.*^ 

But  it  must  be  stipulated  that  the  award  or  determi- 
nation is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  action  on 
the  contract,  or  the  agreement  to  arbitrate  will  be  of  no 
effect.® 

"It  two  persons,  whether  in  the  same  or  in  a  different  deed  from 
that  which  creates  the  liability,  agree  to  refer  the  matter  *  upon 
which  the  liability  arises  to  arbitration,  that  agreement  does  not 
take  away  the  right  of  action.  But  If  the  original  agreement  is  not 
simply  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  but  that  a  sum  of  money  shall  be 
paid  if  something  else  happens,  and  that  something  else  is  that  a 
third  person  shall  settle  the  amount,  then  the  cause  of  action  does 
not  arise  until  the  third  person  has  so  assessed  the  sum."* 

§317.    Agreements  Against  Good  Morals. 

The  only  aspect  of  immorality  with  which  courts  of 
law  have  dealt  on  the  ground  of  public  policy  is  sexual 
immorality,  for  the  reason  that  other  forms  of  immor- 
ality are  in  breach  of  definite  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law.  Thus  a  libel  may  be  a  criminal  offense,  so  is 
the  publication  of  immoral   literature,   but  neither  se- 


•  Delaware  Canal  Co.  v.  Penn.  Coal  Co., 
50  N.  T.  8B0;  Smith  v.  R.  Co.,  86  N.  H.  458; 
Berry  v.  Carter,  19  Kan.  186;  Hudson  v. 
McCartney,  88  Wis.  346;  Reed  v.  Ins.  Co., 
188  Mass.  t72;  Denver  Const.  Co.  ▼.  Stout, 
8  Col.  61;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Badger,  68 
Wis.  288;  Mentz  v.  Ins.  Co.,  79  Pa.  St.  480; 
Hurst  V.  Litchfield,  39  N.  Y.  877. 

^Hamilton  v.Ins.Co.,186  U.S.248;  Niagara 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Bishop.  154  111.  9,  39  N.  B.  Rep. 
1102;  West  Ass.  Co.  v.  Hall,  112  Ala.  818,  So 
South.  Rep.  447;  Chapman  v.  Ins.  Co.,   89 


Wis.  672,  68  N.  W.  Reo.  422;  Scott  v.  Av- 
ery, 6  H.  L.  Gas.  811;  Braunstein  v.  Ins. 
Co.,  1  B.  A  S.  782, 81  L.  J.  Q.  B.  17. 

8  Mentz  v.  Ins.  Co.,  79  Pa.  St.  480:  Phoe- 
nix Ins.  Co.  V.  Badger,  68  Wis.288;  Reed  v. 
Ins.Co..lS8  Miiss.672;  Allefirre  v.Ins.Co.,6Ht 
&  J.  408, 14  Am.  Dec.  289;  Wynkoop  v« 
Ins.  Co.,  91  N.  Y.  478,  48  Am.  Rep.  tt6. 

•Elliott  V.  Assur.  Co..  L.  R.  2  Bxch. 
287;  Gauche  v.  Ins.  Co.,  4  Woods,  108, 
10  Fed.  Rep.  847. 
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duction  nor  living  in  adultery,  nor  fornication  was  taken 
notice  of  by  the  criminal  side  of  the  common  law 
courts.^  As  being  against  good  morals,  agreements  like 
the  following  have  been  held  void :  to  board  a  bastard 
child  and  its  mother,  the  father  to  be  allowed  to  con- 
tinue the  illicit  intercourse  :*  to  furnish  goods  to  a  pros- 
titute to  assist  her  in  her  trade  f  to  pay  money  or  make 
a  gift  to  or  marry  a  woman,  in  consideration  of  future 
sexual  intercourse;*  to  maintain  a  house  of  prostitu- 
tion.** 

A  promise  made  in  consideration  of  past  illicit  co- 
habitation was  not  regarded  by  the  English  courts  as 
made  on  an  illegal  consideration,  but  as  a  mere  gratui- 
tous promise,  binding  if  made  under  seal  but  void  if 
made  by  parol.®  This  distinction  which  is  founded  on 
correct  legal  principles  has  been  followed  in  some  of  our 
courts,^  while  in  others  on  mere  sentimental  grounds,  it 
has  been  held  that  a  parol  promise  to  pay  money  in  con- 
sideration of,  and  after  seduction,  and  as  a  compensa- 
tion for  the  injury  sustained  by  it,  is  founded  upon 
a  valid  consideration.® 

§318.     Agreements  in  Restraint  of  Marriage. 

Agreements  in  so  far  as  they  restrain  the  freedom  of 
marriage  are  discouraged,  as  injurious  to  the  increase 


1  Nor  was  private  drunkeness  an  offense 
at  common  law.  Therefore  it  is  said  (Pol- 
lock Contr.  261):  ^'Probably  drunkenness 
would  be  on  the  same  footing^.  It  is  con- 
ceived, for  example,  that  a  sale  of  intoxi- 
cating: liquor  to  a  man  who  then  and  there 
avowed  his  intention  of  makinig^  himself  or 
others  drunk  with  it,  would  be  void  at 
common  law.*' 

2  Troving^er  v.   McBurney,  5  Cow.   268. 

3  Pearce  v.  Brooks.  L.  R.  1  Ex.  213. 

»  «  Hanks  v.  Naff  lee,  64  Cal.  51,  86  Am- 
Rep.  67;  Steinfield  v.  Levy,  16  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
S.)26;Baldy  V.  Stratton,  11  Pa.  St.  816; 
Brown  v.  Tuttle,  80  Me.  162;  Boi^neres  v. 
Boulon,  64  Cal.  146.  See  Kurtz  v.  Frank, 
76  Ind.  604,  40  Am.  Rep.  275. 

s  Reed  v.  Brewer,    86   S.   W.    Rep.   99 
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^Tex.^:  Holmbee  v.  Maddox,  2   Cranch   C 
C.  161. 

"  Beaumont  v.  Reeve,  8  Q.  B.  488. 

7  Brown  v.  Kinsey,  81  N.  C.  245;  Bunn 
V.  Winthrop,  1  Johns.  Ch.  829:  Wyant  v. 
Lesher.  23  Pa.  St.  888;  Singleton  v.  Bre- 
mer, Harp.  201.  See  Smith  v.  DuBose,  78 
Ga.  416.  6  Am.  Si.  Rep.  260;  Wallace  v. 
Rappleye.  103  111.  249;  McDonald  v. 
Fleming,  IS  B.  Mon.  (K^.)  286.  A  promise 
by  a  man  who  had  carried  on  illicit  relat- 
ions with  a  married  woman  who  threatened 
him  with  prosecution  that  he  would  make 
a  will  in  her  and  her  child's  favor  w^as  held 
void  in  Drennen  v.  Dougrlass,  102  111.  841, 
40  Am.  Rep.  695. 

s  Smith  V.  Richards,  29  Conn.  282; 
Hotchskins  v.  Hodge,  33  Barb.  117;  Shenk 
V.  Mingle,  18  S.  &  R.  28. 
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of  the  population  and  the  moral  welfare  of  the  citizen.^ 
A  promi{!>e  not  to  marry  at  all  is  void ;  and  so  is  a  prom- 
ise to  marry  no  one  but  the  promisee  on  penalty  of  pay- 
ing her  a  certain  sum  of  money,  as  there  is  no  promise  of 
marriage  on  either  side,  and  the  agreement  is  purely  re- 
strictive.^ So  is  an  agreement  to  pay  a  sum  of  money 
to  another  on  condition  that  the  payee  did  not  marry 
within  a  certain  time,  and  then  a  certain  sum  per  day 
during  the  time  he  remained  unmarried.* 

§319.    Marriage  Brokage  Contracts. 

What  are  called  marriage  brokage  contracts,  or  prom- 
ises  made  upon  the  consideration  of  procuring  or  bring- 
ing about  a  marriage  are  illegal.^  The  civil  law  al- 
lowed matchmakers  to  receive  compensation  for  their 
services,  its  policy  appearing  to  be  that  all  aid  rendered 
in  encouraging  and  establishing  marriages  was  for  the 
good  of  the  nation  and  productive  of  public  morality,, 
inasmuch  as  it  discouraged  fornication,  adultery  and 
concubinage ;  but  the  common  law  looks  at  the  thing  in 
a  different  light.    The  latter  considers  that  the  effect  of 


1  Conrad  v.  Williams.  6  Hill,  444;  Man- 
delbaum  v.  McDonald,  29  Mich.  78;  Chal-* 
fant  V.  Payton,  91  Ind.  202,  40  Am.  Rep. 
666;  Sterling  v.  Sinnickson,  5  N.  J.  (L.)« 
766;  Maddox  v.  Maddox,  M  Gratt.  804. 

a  Lowe  v.  Peers,  4  Burr.  8225;  Conrad  v. 
Williams.  6  Hill  444. 

3  Hartley  ▼.  Rice,  10  East,  22;  Chalfant  v- 
Payton,  supra.  White  v.  Equitable  Bene- 
fit Union,  76  Ala.  251,  52  Am.  Rep.  826.  A 
contract  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money  to 
A  on  his  marriage  with  B,  on  condition 
that  A  shall  give  the  promisor  "the  ex- 
clusive right  to  carry  the  marriage  benefit 
Insurance"  on  A  and  B,  is  void.  James 
▼.  Jetlison,  94  Ind.  292.  48  Am.  Rep.  151. 

Conditions  restraining  marriage 
gifts  and  wills  are  void  if  the  restraint 
unreasonable,  but  valid  if  the  restraint 
not  absolute,  but  reasonable  in  respect 
time,  place,  or  person.  Pomeroy*s  £q. 
Jur.,  i  983;  Scott  v.  Tyler,  2  Dick.  712.  A 
condition  not  to  marry  under  the  age  of 
twenty-eight,  Youn^  v.  Fruze,  8  De  Gex. 
M.  &  G.  7i6,  or   without   the   consent   of 


in 
is 
is 
to 


parent  or  guardian,  Oark  v.  Parker,  19 
Ves.  1 ;  Scott  V.  Tyler,  2  Brown  Ch.  ISl; 
Colliery.  Slaughter,  20  Ala.  26S;  or  not  to 
marry  a  particular  person.  Scott  v.  Tyler, 
2  Brown  Ch.  4S1;  or  an  absolute  restriction 
upon  the  second  marriage  of  a  man  or  wom- 
an have  all  been  held  valid.  Newton  v. 
Marsden,  2  Johns.  &  H.  856;  .\llen  v.  Jack- 
son. L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  899;  Phillips  v.  Med- 
berry.  7  Conn.  668;  Collier  v.  Slaughter,  20 
Ala.  203:  Holmes  v.  Field,  12  III.  4S4:  Ben- 
nett v.  Robinson,  10  Watts.  848;  Herd  v. 
Catron.  87  S.  W.  Rep.  561.  A  contract  by 
which  a  husband  agrees  to  pay  his  di- 
vorced wife  $45  a  month  for  ner  support 
*'for  so  long  a  time  as  she  does  not  marry 
again**  is  not  illegal.  Jones  v.  Jones,  27 
Pac.  Rep.  85.    See  85  Cent.  L.  J.  385. 

1  Crawford  v.  Russell,  62  Barb.  02; 
Weeks  v.  Hill,  38  N.  H.  204:  Johnson  v. 
Hunt.  81  Ky.821:  Drury  v.  Hooke.  1  Vern. 
412;  Duval  v.  Wellman,  124  N.  Y.  156; 
Morrison  v.  Rodgers,  46  Pac.  Rep. 
(Cal.) 
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such  agencies  is  to  encourage  influences  of  a  pernicious 
nature  by  promoting  many  unhappy  marriages,  causing 
the  loss  of  the  influence  of  parents  over  their  children, 
and  holding  out  false  and  seductive  hopes,  by  the  self- 
interest  of  brokage  agents. 

§  320.     Agreements  to  Facilitate  Divorce. 

Agreements  between  husband  and  wife  to  facilitate  a 
divorce  between  them  though  prohibited  by  statute  in 
some  of  the  States^  are,  independent  of  statute,  illegal 
on  grounds  of  public  policy  which  will  not  suffer  hus- 
band and  wife  to  dissolve  of  their  own  accord  a  contract 
which  is  in  its  nature  indissoluble  except  so  far  as  the 
legislative  will  has  allowed  it,  and  then  only  by  the 
method  authorized.  Therefore,  any  agreement  which 
binds  one  party  to  pay  money  or  transfer  property  in 
consideration  that  the  other  agrees  to  withdraw  his  or 
her  opposition  to  divorce  proceedings  is  void  as  against 
the  policy  of  the  law.*  The  same  is  true  of  an  agree- 
ment that  the  husband  will  pay  the  wife  money  if  she 
will  not  move  for  a  new  trial,^  or  where  the  divorce  has 
been  wrongfully  granted,  that  the  parties  will  not  dis- 
turb it,*  an  agreement  not  to  sue  or  make  claim  for  ali- 
mony** or  a  promise  by  a  married  man  to  marry  a 
woman  when  he  has  obtained  a  divorce  from  his  wife.® 

§321    Agreements  for  Separation. 

By  the  early  common  law  every  agreement  for  the 
separation  of  husband  and  wife  was  void  as  against  the 

1  See  Lawton  Ri^rbts,  Rem.  and  Pr.,   §  >  Blank  v.  Nohl.  U2  Mo.  150,  10  S.  W. 

793.  Rep.  66,  80  S.  W.  Rep.  477. 

■  Hamilton  V.  Hamilton,  801 U.  840;  Cross  «  Comstock  v.  Adams,  28   Kan.    618,   88 

V.  Cross,  68  N.  H.  861 ;   Comstock   v.   Ad-       Am.  Rep.  101. 

^••^  ^?o^V*  c^*'«J^?S**°*^*b  \    H'  *  Seeley's  Appeal.  56  Conn.  202,  14  Atl. 

brand    18  Ohio  St.  2^;  Viser  v /Bertrand,  Rep.  jw /Evans  v.  Evans,  08  Ky.  610,   90 

14  Ark.  966;  Muckenburgv.  Holler,  20  Ind.  c  (v  R^d   flt&                  *          j         * 

180,«2Am.  Dec.S46:Saylesv.     Sayles,   21  ,    '  .    *^     „ '         ^„  -     .t  n   ««    on 

N.  H.  818,  68  Am.   beef  208:    Phillips    v.  ^  *  ^°*^«  Joo^K'S^^t^N/.o  &*1  "®i  ^ 

Thorp,  10  Oreg.  404.  A«-  R«P-  888,  39  N.J.  (L.)  183,  83  Am.  Rep. 
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policy  of  the  law  as  stated  in  the  last  section^  and  such 
is  still  the  rule  in  many  American  cases.^  In  other  cases 
an  agreement  for  separation  is  always  void  when 
neither  party  has  been  guilty  of  conduct  which  would 
justify  a  judicial  separation.*  But  the  modern  Eng- 
lish doctrine*  as  well  as  the  weight  of  authority  in  the 
United  States*^  is  that  agreements  providing  for  separa- 
tion of  husband  and  wife  are  valid  if  made  in  prospect 
of  in  immediate  separtion,  but  void  if  such  agreements 
provide  for  a  possible  separation  in  the  future. 

"The  distinction  rests  on  the  foUowlng  ground:  An  agreement 
for  an  immediate  separation  is  made  to  meet  a  state  of  things 
which,  however  undesirable  in  itself,  has  in  fact  become  inevitable. 
Still  that  state  of  things  is  abnormal  and  not  to  be  contemplated 
beforehand.  'It  is  forbidden  to  provide  for  the  possible  dissolution 
of  the  marriage  contract,  which  the  policy  of  the  law  is  to  pre- 
serve intact  and  inviolate.'  Or  in  other  words,  to  allow  validity  to 
provisions  for  a  future  separation  would  be  to  allow  the  parties  in 
effect  to  make  the  contract  of  marriage  determinable  on  conditions 
fixed  beforehand  by  themselves."* 

.  §322.     Agreements  in  Restraint  of  Trade. 

Agreements  in  restraint  of  trade,  regarded  as  abso- 
lutely void  even  when  for  a  limited  time  or  within  a  lim- 
ited space,  by  the  early  common  law,^  are  at  the  present 
day  illegal  and  unenforceable  only  when  the  restraint 
is  unreasonable. 


1  Wllkcs  V.  Wilkes,  2  Dick,  TOl;  St.  John 
V.  St.  John,  11  Vcs.  Jr.  526.  Sec  Tootc  v. 
Nickerson,  70  N.H.  490, 48  Ati.  Rep.1068,  64 
L.  R.  A.  064. 

2  Allen  V.  Allen,  73  Conn  54,46  Atl.  Rep. 
342;  McCrocklin  v.  McCrocklin,  2  B.  Mon. 
370;  McKennan  v.  Philips,  6  Whart.  671,  87 
Am.  Dec.  431. 

.  a  Poillon  V.  Poillon,  61  N.  Y.  (Supp.) 
582;  Scherer  v.  Scherer,  28  Ind.  (App.)  650 
66  N.  E.  Rep.  494. 

*  McGregor  V.  McGrefiror,  20  Q.  B.  D. 
529;  Besant  v.  Wood,  12  Ch.  D.  605. 


»  Joyce  V.  Mc Avoy,  31  Cal.  278,  89  Am. 
Dec.  172;  Grime  v.  Borden,  166  Mass.  198, 
44  N.  E.  Rep.  216:  Randall  v.  Randall,  87 
Mich.  668;  Adams  v.  Adams,  25  Minn.  78; 
Duryea  v.  Bliven,  122  N.  Y.  567,  25  N.  E. 
Rep.  908:  Galusha  v.  Galusha,  116  N.  Y. 
686,  22  N.  E.  Rep.  1114. 

e  Pollock  Contr.  289;  H.  ▼.  W.  8  K.  &  J. 

38. 

1  See  Wriffht  v.  Ryder,  86  Cal.  367,  95 
Am.  Dec.  186.  In  the  earliest  case,  the  Dy- 
er's case,  the  action  was  on  a  bond  con- 
ditioned that  the  defendant  should  not  use 
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"The  unreasonableness  of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  and  busi- 
ness, is  very  apparent  from  several  obvious  considerations:  (1) 
Such  contracts  injure  the  parties  making  them,  because  they  dimin- 
ish their  means  of  procuring  livelihoods  and  a  competency  for  their 
families.  They  tempt  improvident  persons,  for  the  sake  of  present 
gain,  to  deprive  themselves  of  the  power  to  make  future  acquisi- 
tions. And  they  expose  such  persons  to  imposition  and  oppression. 
(2)  They  tend  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  services  of  men  in  the 
employments  and  capacities  in  which  they  may  be  most  useful  to 
the  community  as  well  as  themselves.  (3)  They  discourage  indus- 
try and  enterprise,  and  diminish  the  products  of  ingenuity  and 
skill.  (4)  They  prevent  competition  and  enhance  prices.  (6)  They 
expose  the  public  to  all  the  evils  of  monopoly."* 

§323.     The  Rules  in  the  Earlier  Cases. 

Until  within  the  last  twenty  years  the  courts  followed 
certain  rules  in  considering  what  was  and  what  was  not 
an  unreasonable  restraint^  and  the  cases  up  to  that  time 
will  be  found  to  fall  under  three  heads^  viz. :  1.  Where 
the  restraint  was  unlimited  as  to  both  time  and  space 
2.  Where  the  restraint  was  limited  as  to  space  but  un- 
limited as  to  time.  3.  Where  the  restraint  was  limited 
as  to  time,  but  unlimited  as  to  space.  4.  Where  the  re- 
straint was  limited  as  to  both  time  and  space.  In  the 
first  case  the  agreement  was  void,  e.  g.,  a  man  could  not 
agree  that  he  would  never  be  interested  in  aay  part  of 
the  United  States  in  the  business  of  manufacturing 
daguerreotype  materials;'  or  that  he  would  never  en- 
gage in  the  manufacture  of  matches  in  the  city  of  St 
Louis  or  at  any  other  place.*  In  the  second  case  theagree- 
ment  was  valid,  e.  g.,  a  man  could  agree  that  he  would 
never  deal  in  fancy  goods  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio  f  or  in  ag- 

his  trade  as  a  dyer  for  half  a  yeaj.  Such  a  temper  as  is  generally  assumed,  and  cer- 
contract  would  be  clearly  good  at  this  day,  laialy  the  Mon  Dieu  of  our  day  has  not  the 
but  Hull,  J.,  when  he  read  the  bond  over       meaning  of  its  English  translation. 

flew  into  a  passion,  using  some  very  strong  .  ^Iger  v.  Thacher,  IQ  Pick.  51,  31  Am. 

language  in  some  very  strange  French,  to  13^  jfg 

the  effect  that:  ^'vouspurresavec  demurre  -^0               «»«  w        ^oa 

sur  ley  que  I'obligation  est  voide  ce  que  le  '  ^«*°  ^-  Emerson,  108  Mass.  480. 

condition  est  encounter,  common  ley  et  per  *  Peltz  v.  Echole,  6S  Mo.  171. 

Dieu  se  le  plaintiff  fuit  icy  il  irra  al  prison  5  Thomas  v.  Miles'   Admr.,  8   Ohio   St. 

tanque  11  ust  fait  fine  au  Roy.'      A  recent  274 

author  (Pollock  on  Contr.    814)   does   not 

think  it  conclusive  that  the  judge  lost   his 
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r {cultural  implements  in  Richmond,  Indiana;®  or  in  cab- 
inet-ware in  BulBfalo,  New  York;*^  or  in  hardware  in 
Hillsboro,  Illinois  f  or  not  to  practice  as  physician  in  a 
city  or  its  vicinity.®  In  the  third  case  the  agreement  was 
void :  e.  g.^  a  man  could  agree  that  he  would  never  carry 
on  a  certain  trade,  business,  or  profession  within  thecity 
of  New  York  or  a  certain  distance  of  it,  but  he  could  not 
promise  that  he  would  not  carry  it  on  anywhere  for  a 
certain  number  of  years  no  matter  how  few.^^  In  the 
fourth  case  the  agreement  was  valid,  e.  g.j  a  man  could 
agree  not  to  engage  in  the  livery  business  in  Chicago  for 
five  years.^^ 

§324.     The  Modern  Doctrine. 

The  modern  doctrine  which  the  more  recent  cases 
both  American  and  English  accept,  rejects  the  fixed  rule 
of  the  older  decisions  and  makes  the  validity  of  an  agree^ 
ment  in  restraint  of  trade  depend  upon  whether  the  re- 
straint is  such  as  to  afford  a  fair  protection  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  party  in  favor  of  whom  it  is  imposed ;  and 
under  this  doctrine  it  is  only  when  the  restraint  is 
larger  than  the  necessary  protection  of  the  party  calls 
for  without  any  countervailing  benefit,  that  the  agree- 


•  Beard  v.  Dennis,  6  Ind.  200,  6S  Am. 
Dec.  880. 

7  Weller  v.  Hersee,  10  Hun.  481. 

B  Stewart  v.  Challacombe,  11  111.,  App. 
879. 

•  Timmerman  v.  Dever,  52Mich.  34,  17 
N.    W.    Rep.     230.  50  Am.     Rep.      940. 

1  o Afpreements  like  the  following  were 
therefore  void :  That  one  would  not  carry 
on  the  business  of  a  merchant  for  twenty 
years.  Ward  v.  Byrne,  5  Mees.  &  W.  548; 
or  of  an  inn  keeper  for  ten  years,  Mossop 
▼.  Mason,  18  Grant  (U.  S.).  468;  or  of  the 
manufacturing  of  dyes  for  thirty  years, 
Saratoga  Bank  v.  King.  44  N.  Y.  8i ;  or  en- 
gage in  the  dry  goods  business  for  five 
years,  Wiley  v.  ^umgardner,  97  Ind.  66, 
49  Am.  Rep.  4«7. 

State    V.    Countr  y ?  . 

In  the  earlier  American  cases  an  agree- 
ment wherein  one  of  the  parties  promised 
not  to  carry  on  a  specified  business  at  any 


place  within  the  state  was  void.  Wright 
V.  Ryder,  6  Gal.  857.  Taylor  v. 
Blanchard,  18  Allen,  870;  Lawrence  v. 
Kidder.  10  Barb.  641;  Dunlop  v.  Gregory 
10  N.  Y.  S41.  But  in  Oregon  Steam 
Navigation  Co.  v.  Winsor,  80  Wall. 
67,  a  contract  restraining  one  of  the  part- 
ies from  running  a  steamboat  on  any  of 
the  waters  of  the  State  of  California  was 
held  valid,  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  saying 
that  as  this  country,  though  composed  of  a 
number  of  States  is  one  country  in  all 
matters  of  trade  and  business,  m  many 
cases  it  would  be  taking  a  narrow  view  of 
the  subject  to  condemn  as  invalid  a  con- 
tract not  to  carry  on  a  particular  business, 
within  a  particular  Sute.  Later  cases  fol- 
low this  rule:  Beal  v.Chase,  81  Mich.  490; 
Diamond  Metal.  Co.  v.  Roeber,  106  N.  Y. 
478, 18  N.  B.  Rep.  419:  Herreshoff  v.  Bouti- 
neau,  17  R.  I.  8, 19  Atl.  Rep.  712. 

1 1  Hansen  v.  Gavin,  162  111.  877,  44  N.  E. 
Rep.  786. 
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ment  is  void.^    The  doctrine  is  summed  up  in  an  Eng- 
lish case  in  these  words : 

"All  cases,  when  they  come  to  be  examined,  seem  to  establish 
this  principle;  that  all  restraints  upon  trade  are  bad,  as  being  in 
violation  of  public  policy,  unless  they  are  natural,  and  not  unrea- 
sonable for  the  protection  of  the  parties  in  dealing  legally  with 
some  subject-matter  of  contract.  The  principle  is  this:  Public 
policy  requires  that  every  man  shaU  be  at  liberty  to  work  for  him- 
self, and  shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  deprive  himself  or  the  state  of 
his  labor,  skill,  or  talent  by  any  contract  that  he  enters  into.  On 
the  other  hand,  public  policy  requires  that  when  a  man  has  by 
skill,  or  by  any  other  means,  obtained  something  which  he  wants 
to  sell,  he  should  be  at  lioerty  to  sell  it  in  the  most  advantageous 
market;  and,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  sell  it  advantageously  in  the 
market,  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  be  able  to  preclude  himself 
from  entering  into  competition  with  the  purchaser.  In  such  a  case 
the  same  public  policy  that  enables  him  to  do  that  does  not  restrain 
him  from  alienating  that  which  he  wants  to  alienate,  and  there- 
fore enables  him  to  enter  into  any  stipulation,  however  restrictive 
it  is,  provided  that  restriction,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  is  not 
unreasonable,  having  regard  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract."" 

Therefore  under  this  rule  a  professional  man  or  per- 
son engaged  in  legitimate  business,^  on  selling  his  good- 
will may  bind  himself  not  to  resume  practice  or  busi- 
ness within  what  is  under  the  circumstances  reasonable 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  purchaser.* 

§325.     Other  Cases  of  Lawful  Restraint. 

The  rule  of  public  policy  forbidding  agreements  in  re- 
straint of  trade  does  not  apply  to  the  sale  of  a  patent 


1  U.  S.  Chemical  Co.  v.  Prov.  Chem- 
ical Co.,  64  Fed.  Rep.  949:  RQussillon  v. 
Roussilon,  14  Ch.  Div.  851;  Maxim-Nor- 
denfeldt  Gud  Co.  v.  Nordenfeldt,  1  Ch.  630 
(1893)  App.  Gas.  535  (1894);  Beal  v.  Chase. 
31  Mich.  490;  Oregon  Steam  Nav. 
Co.  V.  Windsor,  20  Wall.  67;  Dia- 
mond Metal  Co.  v.  Roeber,  106  N. 
Y.  473,  60  Am.  Rep.  465;  Wood  v.  White- 
head Bros.,  166  N.  Y.  545,  59  N.  E.  Rep. 
857;  Talcott  v.  Brackett,  5  Brad.  (III.)  60: 
Hubbard  v.  Miller,  27  Mich.  15.  15  Am. 
Rep.  168:  Chappel  v.  Brockway,  21  Wend. 
168;  Craft  ▼.  NIcCoooughy,  79  III.  850. 

<  Leather  Cloth  Co.  v.  Lorsont,  L.  R.  9 
Eq.    845. 
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9  Where  a  person  agreed  not  to  carry  on 
the  liquor  business  the  contract  was  held 
valid  on  the  ground  that  this  business  was 
not  a  trade  to  be  encouraged.  Harrison  v. 
Lockhart,  25  Ind.  112.  But  an  agreement 
is  not  illegal  because  it  concerns  the  car- 
rying on  of  the  liquor  trade.  Mitchell  v. 
Branham,  79  S.  W.  Rep.  739  (Mo.) 

4  McKinnon  Pen  Co.  v.  Fountain  Ink 
Co.,  48N.Y.  (S.C.)44«;2M.&W.«78:Mc- 
C1urg*s  Appeal,  58  Pa.  St.  51;  Hubbard  v. 
Miller,  27  Mich.,  15;  Rakestraw  ▼.  Lanier. 
104  Ga.,  188, 30  S.  E.  Rep.  735. 
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right,  as  this  is  a  monopoly  authorized  by  the  govern- 
ment itself  for  the  encouragement  of  invention/  and 
therefore  the  patentee,  having  the  sole  legal  authority  to 
make  and  sell  the  invention,  may  restrict  its  use  in  re- 
spect of  territory,  time,  business,  or  purposes  as  he 
shall  deem  fit^  and  the  same  principle  applies  to  trade- 
marks.^ So  on  the  sale  of  a  secret  process  of  manufac- 
ture of  an  article,  which  it  is  agreed  shall  be  communi- 
cated for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  buver,  it  becomes 
a  reasonable  and  necessary  stipulation  that  the  seller 
shall  not  communicate  the  secret  to  any  one,  or  carry  on 
the  manufacture  in  the  future.^ 

Where  a  contract  is  made  for  the  employment  of  a  per- 
son in  a  certain  trade  or  business,  it  may  be  accom- 
panied with  an  absolute  and  unlimited  restraint  against 
his  carrying  on  the  same  trade  or  business  for  another 
person,  or  in  any  other  way,  during  the  employment  or 
for  a  reasonable  time  after  the  term  of  service  has 
elapsed  f  as  where  A  agrees  to  write  plays  for  B's  thea- 
ter and  for  no  other,®  or  to  write  for  C's  magazine  and 
for  no  other.^  Where  the  employment  is  for  life,  the  re- 
straint may  be  for  life.®  And  a  partner  may  bind  him- 
self absolutely  not  to  compete  with  the  firm  during  the 
partnership.® 


1  Stearns  v.  Barrett,  1  Pick.  443.  11  Am. 
Dec.  223;  Brewer  v.  Lamar,  59  Ga.  756, 
47  Am.  Rep.  776;  Billings  v.  Ames,  32  Mo., 
S65. 

2  Morse,  etc.,  Mac.  Co.  v.  Morse,  103 
Mass.,  78.  Mackinnon  Pen  Co.  v.  Foun- 
tain Ink  Co.,  42  N.  Y.  fS.  C),  442;  Dorsey 
Rake  Co.  v.Bradley  Manufacturing  Co.,  IS 
Blatchf.  202;  Kiasman  v.  Parkhurst,  18 
How..  389, 1  Blatchf.,  488. 

3  Brewer  v.  Lamar,  69  Ga.,  656,  47  Am. 
Rep.  766. 

« Leather  Qoth  Co.  v.  Lorsont,  L.  R.  9 
(Eq.)  S45;  Bryson  v.  Whitehead,  1  Sim.  & 
St.74;  Jarvisv.  Peck,  10  Paige,  118;  Vick- 
ery  v.  Welch,  19  Pick.  523:  Peabody  v. 
Norfolk,  98  Mass.,  452,  96  Am.  Dec.  664; 


Alcock  V.  Giberton,  5  Duer,  76;  Brewer  v. 
Lamar,  69  Ga..  C56,  47  Am.  Rep.  766.  Fow- 
ler V.  Park,  131  U.S.  88;  Yode  v.  Gross,  127 
N.  Y.  480,  28  N.  E.  Rep.  469. 

sPiltington  v.  Scott,  15  M.  &  W.  657; 
Middleton  v.  Brown,  47  L.  J.  Ch.  411; 
Sternberg  V.  O'Brien,  22  Atl.  Rep.  (N.J.) 
848. 

0  Morris  v.  Coleman,  18  Ves.  438. 

7StifI  V.  Cassell,  2  Jur.  (N.  S.)  848. 

sWallis  V.  Day,  2  Mees.  &  W.  278;  Mor- 
ris y.  Coleman,  18  Ves.  488;  Stiff  v.  Cassel, 
2  Jur.  (N.  S.)  348. 

•  Kinsman  v.  Parkhurst,  18  How.  289; 
Dolph  V.  Troy  Laundry  Co,  26  Fed.  Rep. 
558. 
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And  an  agreement  that  one  perdon  will  trade  only 
with  another  is  valid  ;^/'  as  where  a  physician  agreed^  on 
selling  his  drug  store,  to  send  all  his  prescriptions  to  be 
filled  by  one  druggist;"  where  A  contracted  to  famish 
B  with  sewing  machines  at  a  discount,  and  upon  credit, 
provided  that  B  would  deal  exclusively  with  hipi;^' 
where  a  dentist  agreed  to  purchase  artificial  teeth  of  a 
manufacturer  on  condition  that  the  latter  would  not 
sell  such  teeth  to  any  person  in  the  town  where  the 
dentist  resided;^*  where  a  hotel-keeper  contracted  to  buy 
no  ice  for  his  hotel  except  of  a  certain  ice  company;^* 
where  A  leased  part  of  a  warehouse  for  a  certain  term 
to  B  for  the  storage  of  wheat,  agreeing  that  during  the 
term  he  would  not  purchase,  store  or  handle  any  wheat 
in  the  town  except  under  the  direction  of  B." 

§326.     Comhinations  Among  Workmen. 

Every  man  has  a  right  to  work  for  whom  he  pleases 
and  on  what  terms, he  pleases.  He  may  refuse  to  deal 
with  a  particular  man  or  class  of  men.  It  is  perfectly 
l^al  for  any  number  of  persons  without  any  unlawful 
object  in  view  to  agree  that  they  will  not  work  for  or 
deal  with  certain  persons  or  under  a  fixed  price  or 
without  certain  conditions.^  The  test  is  the  legality 
of  the  intent.  Thus  a  combination  of  workmen  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  reasonable  prices  for  their  labor 


loLiffbtner  v.  Menzel.  85  Cal.,  462; 
Schwaltn  v.  Holmes,  49  Cal.,  600:  Long  v. 
Towle,  43  Mo.  545, 97  Am.  Dec.  886;  Palmer 
V.  Stebbins,  8  Pick.  188,  15  Am.  Dec.  204; 
Brown  v.  Rounsavell,  78  111.  589. 

1 1  Ward  V.  Hogui,  11  Abb.  N.  C.  478. 

1  s Brown  v.  Rounsavell,  78  111.  589. 

1  aClark  v.  Crosby,  87  Vt.  188. 

i4Xwomey  v.  People's  Ice  Co.,  66  Cal., 
288. 

1  sKelloffg  V.  Larkin,  8  Chand.  188. 
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^Carew  v.  Rutherford,  106  Mass.  1,8  Am. 
Rep.  287;  Walker  v.  Cronio.  107  Mass.  666; 
Boston  Glass  Co.  v.  Binney,  4  Pick.,4S5; 
Bowen  v.  Matheson,  14  Allen,  499.  This 
subject  lies  more  pro;>erly  in  the  criminal 
law— the  law  of  conspiracy.  For  a  learned 
discussion  of  the  law  as  to  conspiracies  to 
control  wages  of  workmen,  see  People  v. 
Fisher,  14  Wend.  9;  and  note  in  2S  Am. 
-Dec.  007;  Com.  v.  Hunt,  4  Met.  Ill,  88  Am. 
Dec.  346. 
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is  not  illegal.^  But  of  a  different  nature  is  a  conspiracy 
to  obtain  money  from  an  employer  by  inducing  his 
workmen  to  leave  him  and  deterring  others  from  work- 
ing for  him ;  and  any  association,  in  short,  designed  to 
coerce  workmen  to  become  members  or  to  dictate  terms 
to  employers  on  which  their  business  shall  be  conducted, 
by  means  of  threats  of  loss,  interference  with  their 
property,  traflfic  or  lawful  employment  of  other  persons, 
is,  pro  tanto,  an  illegal  combination.^  An  agreement  be- 
tween a  brewers'  association  and  a  labor  union,  pro- 
viding that  no  employe  of  the  former  should  be  al- 
lowed to  work  for  more  than  four  weeks  without  becom- 
ing a  member  of  the  latter,  has  been  held  void  as 
against  public  policy.* 

§  327.    Combinations  Among  Employers  and  Traders. 

Agreements  between  employers  or  traders  whose  ef- 
fect is  to  restrain  the  freedom  of  trade  or  the  free  em- 
ployment of  labor  are  illegal  and  void.^  As  for  exam- 
ple :  An  agreement  between  the  members  of  an  associ- 
ation of  salt  manufacturers  that  no  members  should  sell 
any  salt  during  the  life  of  the  association  except  at 
retail  at  the  factory  and  at  prices  fixed  by  a  committee  f 
an  agreement  between  two  coal-mining  companies  that 
one  would  take  all  the  coal  the  other  should  mine  and 
the  other  should  not  sell  to  any  third  partieef  an 
agreement  by  several  commercial  A^ms-  by  which  th^ 
bound  themselves  for  the  term  of  three  months  not  to 


'Savre  v.  Ben.  Assn.  1  Duv.  148,  8S  Am. 
Dec.  618:  and  see  Brown  v.  Matheson,  14 
Allen,  508;  Snow  v.  Wheeler,  118  Mass. 
186. 

'Old  Dominion  S.  S.  Co.  v.  McKenna, 
30  Fed.  Rep.  48. 

*Curran  v.  Galen,  46  N.  E.  Rep.  897  (N. 

Y.)  • 

1  Hooker  v.  Vandewater,  4  Denio,  840.  47 
Am.  Dec.  9S»;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Bar- 
clay, 68  Pa.  Si.  178,  8  Am.  Rep.  ISO:  Kurtz 


V.  Citizens'  Oil  Co.,  78  Pa.  St.  398:  Amott 
T.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.,  658,  88  Am.  Rep.  190; 
Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  6  Mo. 

App.)  847;  Stewart  v.   R.   R,  Co.,  88  N,  J. 

"  ,89N.  E. 


I 


L.)  60ft;  People  v.  Milk  Exchanee, 
>p..  1068  (N.Y.) 

*Cent.  Ohio  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  86  Ohio 
St.  666. 

sArnott  v.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  Y.,  666,  88 
Am.  Rep.  190. 
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sell  any  India  cotton  bagging,  except  with  the  consent 
of  the  majority  of  them  ;*  an  agreement  between  the 
grain  dealers  of  a  town  which  purported  to  be  a  con- 
tract of  partnership  for  the  purpose  of  dealing  in  grain, 
but  the  real  object  of  which  was  to  form  a  secret  com- 
bination to  control  the  grain  trade  and  suppress  com- 
petition;*^ an  agreement  between  members  of  a  sten- 
ographers' association  that  they  would  work  only  at 
certain  fixed  rates,  except  in  competition  with  persons 
not  members  of  the  association.® 

§328.     Where  Public  Interests  Affected. 

In  many  of  the  modern  instances  of  unlawful  com- 
binations, the  reasonableness  of  the  restraint  as  be- 
tween the  parties  is  not  the  only  thing  to  be  looked  to. 
Wherever  the  party  is  exercising  a  public  franchise  or 
is  engaged  in  a  business  imposed  with  a  public  trust, 
the  question  is  not  whether  the  agreement  is  fair  and 
reasonable  as  between  the  parties,  but  whether  the  pub- 
lic interests  are  in  any  wise  injuriously  affected.  This 
is  the  case  where  railroad  companies  or  gas  companies 
or  other  quasi-public  corporations  are  the  contracting 
parties.^ 

On  this  ground  agreements  made  by  common  carriers 
of  goods  and  passengers,  by  telegraph  companies  and 
innkeepers  exempting  them  from  liability  for  losses 
caused  by  their  default  or  negligence  are  in  nearly  all 
of  the  States  declared  to  be  void.^ 


« India  Assn.  v.  Kock,  14  La  Ann.,  106.  v.  R.  Co.,  41  La.  Ann.,  970,  6  South.  Rep. 

sCraft  V.  McConoughy,  79  111.,  346,  2S  g?^:  S?^^' ^T^*',^Cn^?';Sf-  R- Co.,  4  Woods^ 

Am  RcD  171  817:  West.  Union  Tel.  Co.  V.  Am.  Td.  Co., 

aM™«    R^nni^f  %i  c^n,    f     T  Srti  ^  G»"  ^<»'  ^  ^m.  Rep.  781:  Wcsi  Va. 

eMoore  v.  Bennett,  34  Cent.  L.  J.  804.  jrans.  Co.  v.  Ohio  Pipe  Line  to.,  22  W. 

iQwynn  v.  Citizens  Tel.  Co.,  48  S.  E.  Va.,  600,  46  Am.  Rep.  527. 

?.'&i,to.?i£i"s.'°8S.? ??x'ii  1t&^.  'S-  ^"^  Bail.  « 81. 187. m. 31.. 
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§  329 


§329.    Agreements    Affecting  Duties   Towards    Third 

'  Persons. 

It  has  been  suggested^  that  agreements  which  tend 
to  discourage  moral  duties  towards  third  persons  are 
void  as  against  public  policy,  as  for  example  a  covenant 
by  a  landowner  to  let  all  his  cultivated  land  lie  waste, 
or  a  clause  in  a  charter  party  prohibiting  deviation 
even  to  save  life.  A  promise  of  money  to  a  private  cit- 
izen if  he  will  abahdon  a  proceeding  he  had  begun  to 
establish  a  public  highway  is  void.^  So  is  a  bond  given 
to  a  sheriff  to  indemnify  him  for  omitting  to  do  his 
duty,^  or  to  a  trustee  to  indemnify  him  for  a  contem- 
plated breach  of  trust.* 

An  illustration  of  agreements  invalid  because  they 
tend  towards  the  omission  of  a  l^al  duty  towards  indi- 
viduals is  found  in  those  by  which  a  father  deprives 
himself  of  the  right  to  the  custody  of  his  children.*^  An 
agreement  by  which  a  father  surrenders  custody  of  his 
child  may  be  revoked  by  him  at  any  time,  and  if  the 
party  to  whom  it  has  been  transferred  refuses  to  deliver 
the  child  he  may  obtain  possession  by  habeas  corpus,® 
unless  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  it  would  be  greatly  to 
the  benefit  of  the  child,  on  account  of  the  character,  or 
means  of  support  of  the  father,  that  it  should  remain 
in  the  custody  of  the  person  to  whom  he  committed  it  J 
The  principle  running  through  all  the  cases  is  that  the 
custody  of  children  cannot  be  made  a  mere  matter  of 
bargain,  and  that  the  parent : 


1  Pollock   Contr.,  906,  citing  Cockburn, 
C.  J  ,  in  6  C.  P.  D.  806. 

2 Jacob  V.  Tobiason,  66  Iowa,  946. 

3  Hampton  V.  Crawford,  38  S.  W.  Rep., 
80  (Mo.). 
«Moss  V.  Cohen,  88  N.  Y.  (Supp.)  1078. 

5 See  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  816, 
Re  Scarritt.  76  Mo.,  666,  48  Am.  Rep.,  768. 

«Regina  v.  Smith,  16  Eng.  L.  &  Bq  ,  231; 


State  V.  Baldwin,  6  N.  J.  (Eq.)  454.  46  Am. 
Dec.  890;  Brooke^v.  Logan.  112  Ind..  183,  2 
Am.  St.  Rep.  177;  Hussey  v.  Whiting,  145 
Ind.  680,  44  N.  B.  Rep.  689;  Sute  v.  Libbey, 
44  N.  H.  881,  82  Am.  Dec.  823. 

'Verser  v.  Ford,  .37  Ark.,  27;  Drum  v. 
Keen,  47  Iowa.  486;  State  v.  Barrett,  46  N. 
H.  15;  Bentley  v.  Terry,  69  Ga.,  666,  87  Am. 
Rep.  897;  Enders  v.  Enders,  164  Pa.  St.» 
266,  80  Atl.  Rep.  189. 
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"Cannot  bind  himself  oonclusively  by  contract  to  exercise  in  all 
events  in  a  particular  way  rights  which  the  law  gives  him  for  the 
benefit  of  his  children  and  not  for  his  own."* 

An  agreement  by  a  servant  with  his  master  to  waive 
all  damages  for  injuries  resulting  from  the  n^ligence 
of  the  latter  is  void  as  against  public  policy.®  For,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  carrier  of  passengers,  the  law  will  not 
permit  an  agreement  whose  tendency  (by  removing 
one  of  the  restraints  against  negligence  and  want  of 
<;are,  viz. :  the  liability  to  pay  damages  in  a  court  of 
law),  is  to  render  a  person  or  corporation  less  careful  of 
the  safety   of  individuals  or  of  the  public. 


(d) 


BFFEGT  OF  ILLE6AUTY. 


§330.    Illegal  Agreement  Void. 

An  illegal  agreement  being  void  can  give  no  rights 
to  the  parties  to  it — neither  a  court  of  law  nor  equity 
will  aid  either  of  them  but  will,  as  it  is  often  said,  leave 
them  where  U  finds  them.^  The  reason  is  thus  stated 
in  an  early  case : 


«r 


'The  objection,  that  a  contract  is  immoral  or  illegal  as  between 
plaintifE  and  defendant,  sounds  at  all  times  very  ill  in  the  mouth 
of  the  defendant.  It  is  not  for  his  sake,  however,  that  the  objec- 
tion is  ever  allowed;  but  it  is  founded  in  general  principles  of  pol- 
icy, which  the  defendant  has  the  advantage  of,  contrary  to  the  real 
justice,  as  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  by  accident,  if  I  may  so 


•Andrews  V.  Salt,  L.  R.  8  Cb.  eS2. 

»Cook  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  78  Ga.  48;  Kansas 
Pacific  R.  Co.  V.  Peavey,  S9  Kan.  169,  44 
Am.  Rep.  680;  Lake  Snore,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
V.  Spangler,  44  Ohio  St.  471. 8  N.  E.  Rep., 
467;  Blanton  ▼.  Dodd,  100  Mo.  64, 18  S.  W. 
Rep.  1149;  Tarbell  v.  R.  Co.,  73  Vt.  847,  61 
Atl.  Rep.  6. 

1  Glass  V. Basin  MiningCo.,77  Pac.  Rep. 
^oa  (Mont.),  citingg  Cyc,  546;  Gennert  v. 
wuestner,  83  N  J.  (Eq.),  81  Atl.  Rep.  609; 
Chicago  &  R.  Co.  v.  R.  Co.,  61  Fed.  Rep.. 
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998;  Springfield  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hull,  61  Ohio 
St.  870. 87  N.  B.1116;  Branham  v.  Stailings, 
21  Colo.  211,  40  Pac.  Rep.  896;  Edwards 
V.  Randle,  68  Ark.  818,  38  S.  W.  Rep. 
848;  Smith  v.  Bean.  15  N.  H.  577;  Gunder- 
son  V.  Richardson,  66  Iowa,  66,  41  Am. 
Rep.  81;  Jamison  y.  Carpenter,  68  N.  H. 
62,  36  Atl.  Rep.,  554;  Ream  v.  Sauvin,  8 
Kan.  App.,  88,  48  Pac.  Rep.  962;  Storx  v. 
Finklestein,  46  Neb.  677,  fe  N.  W.  Rep., 
195;  McDermott  v.  Sedgwick,  140  Mo.  178, 
89  S.  W.  Rep.  776. 


<JH.  VII.]         THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT.  §  332 

say.    The  principle  of  public  policy  Is  this:  ex  dolo  maU)  non  oritur 

m 

actio.  No  court  will  lend  Its  aid  to  a  man  who  founds  his  cause  of 
action  upon  an  Immoral  or  an  Illegal  act.  If,  from  the  plaintiff's 
own  stating  or  otherwise,  the  cause  of  action  appears  to  arise  ex 
turpi  causOf  or  the  transgression  of  a  positive  law,  there  the  court 
says  he  has  no  right  to  be  assisted.'" 

An  agreement  in  which  no  illegality  appears^  and  of 
which  neither  the  consideration  nor  the  promise  in  it- 
43elf  imports  any  illegality,  may,  nevertheless,  be  made 
for  an  illegal  purpose,  and  the  agreement,  though  un- 
objectionable in  its  terms,  may  then  be  rendered  void  by 
the  illegality  of  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  made.  And 
for  the  proving  of  the  real  purpose  oral  evidence  is 
always  admissible,  even  though  the  contract  be  under 
seal.' 

§331.    Exceptions. 

The  exceptions  which  we  have  seen^  to  the  rule  that 
money  paid  or  property  delivered  under  an  illegal 
agreement  cannot,  be  recovered  back  apply  likewise  to 
the  action  to  enforce  the  agreement — where  the  parties 
sxe  not  in  pari  delicto,  where  the  law  was  in- 
tended for  the  special  protection  of  the  party  seeking 
relief,  and  where  the  illegal  purpose  has  not  been  con- 
43ummated. 

§332.     Circumstances  Affecting  Question  of  Illegality. 

The  effect  of  illegality  upon  the  validity  of  the  a^ee- 
ment  in  which  the  illegality  appears  may  vary  according 
to  circumstancea     For : 

(a)  The  illegality  may  affect  the  whole,  or  only  a 
part  of  the  agreement,  and  the  legal  and  ill^al  parts 
may  or  may  not  be  capable  of  separation. 


sHolman  v.  Johnson,  1  Corp.  841. 
aSe«  Pott.  chap.  X. 


lAnte,  chap.  II. 
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(b)  The  direct  object  of  the  agreement  may  be  the 
doing  of  an  illegal  act,  or  the  direct  object  may  be  in- 
nocent though  designed  to  further  an  illegal  purpose. 

(c)  The  parties  may  both  be  ignorant,  or  both  be 
aware  of  the  illegality  which  remotely  or  directly  af- 
fects the  transaction;  or  one  may  be  innocent  of  the 
objects  intended  by  the  other. 

(d)  The  agreement  may  be  l^al  where  it  was  made 
and  ill^al  where  it  is  to  be  performed,  or  vice  versa,  or 
it  may  be  legal  or  illegal  as  the  case  may  be  in  the 
jurisdiction  where  it  is  sought  to  be  enforced. 

(e)  The  law  may  have  been  changed  between  the 
time  of  its  making  and  the  time  of  its  performance  or  en- 
forcement. 

§333.     Consideration  or  Promise  Wholly  Illegal. 

If  the  whole  consideration  or  the  whole  promise  is 
illegal  the  agreement  is  void ;  if  it  is  executed  the  courts 
will  not  interfere,  while  if  the  contract  is  executory  they 
will  lend  no  aid  to  either  party  to  enforce  it.^ 

§334.     Consideration  Legal  hut  Promise  Partly  Illegal. 

A  lawful  promise  made  for  a  lawful  consideration  is 
not  invalid  simply  by  reason  of  an  unlawful  promise 
being  made  at  the  same  time  for  the  same  considera- 
tion :^ 

''If  some  of  the  covenants  of  an  indenture  or  of  the  conditions 
indorsed  upon  a  bond  are  against  law,  and  some  good  and  lawful,  in 
this  case  the  covenants  or  conditions  which  are  against  law  are  void 
ab  initio  and  the  others  stand  good."' 


1  Ante,  §880. 

1  Presbcry  v.  Fisher,  18  Mo.  50;  Leavitt 
V.  Palmer,  3  N.  Y.  1»:  Ohio  v.  Board  of 
Education,  35  Ohio  St.  510;  Penn.  Co.  v. 
Went  I,  87  Ohio  St.  338;  Stewart  v.  Lehljrh 
Valley  R.  Co.,  38  N.  J.  (L.)  580; Erie  R.  Co. 
V.  Union  etc.,  Co.  36  N.  J.  (L.)  240:  United 
States  V.  Bradley,  10  Pet.  360;  United 
States  V.  Mora.  97  U.  S.  422;  Loomis  v. 
Newball,  16  Pick.  169;  Hanauer  v.   Gray, 
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26  Ark.  860,  99  Am.  Dec.  226;  Fishell  v. 
Gray,  60  N.  J.  (L.),  6;  87  Atl.  Rep.  606. 
A  distinction  has  been  made  in  a  few  cases 
between  what  is  malum  prohibitum  and 
malum  in  se,  under  which  it  is  held  that 
any  stipulation  to  perform  an  immoral  act 
will  render  the  contract  void  in  toto. 
Bierbauer  v.  Wirth,  10  Biss,  69. 

s  Pilot's  Case,  Coke  Rep.  26. 
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Thus  where  the  contract  was  that  A  would  not  engage 
in  the  manufacture  of  matches  "in  the  city  of  St.  Louis 
or  at  any  other  place,"  it  was  held  that  though  the 
covenant  not  to  manufacture  any  where  was  void,  yet 
the  covenant  not  to  manufacture  in  St.  Louis  being  legal 
would  be  binding.® 

In  the  early  history  of  the  common  law  the  judges, 
fearing  that  statutes  might  be  eluded,  laid  it  down  that 
a  "statute  is  like  a  tyrant,  where  he  comes  he  makes  all 
void,  but  the  common  law  is  like  a  nursing  father, 
making  only  void  that  part  where  the  fault  is  and  pre- 
serves the  rest."*  This  distinction  is,  however,  not  now 
regarded,*^  and  if  part  of  an  agreement  is  contrary  to 
statute,  this  does  not  avoid  or  annul  other  parts  which 
-are  separable  from  the  bad  part,  and  not  founded  upon 
it,  unless  the  statute  expressly  or  by  necessary 
implication  declares  the  whole  void.® 

§335.     Consideration  Partly  Illegal. 

m 

If  any  part  of  a  single  consideration  for  one  or  more 
promises  is  illegal  or  if  there  are  several  considerations 
for  one  promise,  some  of  which  are  legal  and  some  ille- 
gal, the  promise  is  void,  for  it  is  impossible  to  say 
whether  the  legal  or  illegal  portion  of  the  consideration 
most  affected  the  mind  of  the  promisor  and  induced  his 
promise.^     This  rule  does  not  extend  to  a  consideration 


3  Petlz  V.  Rchole,  62  Mo.  171;  Smith's 
Appeal,  113  Pa.  St.  579. 

*  Pollock  on  Contr.  321,  Anson  Contr. 
190. 

»  U.  S.  V.  Bradley,  10  Pet.  343;  Hynds  v. 
Hays.  26  Ind.  81;  State  v.  Findley,  10  Ohio 
61;  Pickering  v.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  860. 

0  Rand  ▼.  Mather,  11  Cush.  1,69  Am. 
Dec.  131. 

1  Haynes  ▼.  Rudd,  102  N.  Y.  372.  7  N. 
E.  Rep.  2S7,  66  Am.  Rep.  815;  Perkins  v. 
CumminsB,  2  Gray  268;  Henderson  v. 
Palmer,  71  111,  679, 22  Am.  Rep.  117;  Rick- 


etts  V.  Harvey,  106  Ind.  564.  6  N.  E.  Rep. 
825;  Meguire  v.  Corwine,  101  U.  S.  106; 
Petit  V.  Petit,  32  Ala.  888;  Chandler  v. 
Johnson,  89  Ga.  85;  McQuadev.  Roaecrans, 
86  Ohio  St.  442:  Wisner  v.  Bardwell,  88 
Mich.  278:  Sumner  v.  Summers,  54  Mo.  840; 
Filson  V.  Himes,  6  Pa.  St.  468,  47  Am.  Dec. 
422;  Sanu  Clara  Valley  Co.  v.  Hayes.  76 
Cal.  887,  18  Pac.  Rep.  891;  Foley  v.  Spier, 
100  N.  Y.  662,  8  N.  E.  Rep.  477:  Case  v. 
Smith,  107  Mich.  417,  66  N.  W.  Rep.  279; 
McNamara  v.  Gargett,  68  Mich.  464. 86  N. 
W.  Rep.  218;  Edwards  Co.  v.  Jennings.  89 
Tex.  618,  35  S.  W.  Rep.  1058. 
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which  is  merely  void  but  not  illegal,  for  where  the  con- 
sideration in  a  contract  consists  of  several  matters  and 
is  partly  void,  if  any  valid  consideration  remains,  it  is, 
in  general,  sufficient  to  support  the  promise;  as  where- 
part  of  the  stated  consideration  is  impossible  or  unin- 
telligible, or  immaterial,  it  may  be  rejected,  and  the 
promise  supported  by  that  which  is  valid.* 

In  a  leading  case^  A  sued  B  for  three  months'  wages. 
It  appeared  that  A  had  been  employed  by  B  who  kept 
a  billiard  room  to  do  work  for  him  in  the  room  and  bar, 
and  A  showed  that  he  had  opened  the  place,  made  the 
fires,  took  care  of  the  tables  and  waited  on  customers 
at  the  bar.  It  appeared  also  that  the  sale  of  liquors  in 
the  place  was  illegal.  '  The  court  held  that  A  could 
recover  nothing,  saying : 

"There  is  room  for  but  one  conclusion,  namely,  that  the  a^^ree- 
ment  was  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  defendants',  request,  should  per- 
form all  the  services  which  he  did  in  fact  perform,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants, in  consideration  of  the  promise  to  perform  (and  the  per- 
formance of)  all  those  services,  the  illegal  as  well  as  the  legal, 
should  pay  the  plaintiff  the  reasonable  worth  of  the  entire  services. 
In  other  words,  the  plaintiff  made  an  entire  promise  to  perform 
both  classes  of  services;  this  entire  promise  (and  the  performance* 
thereof)  formed  an  entire  consideration  for  the  defendants'  promise 
to  pay;  and  a  part  of  this  indivisible  consideration  was  Ulegal.  .  . 
If  the  plaintiff  had  performed  a  class  of  services  for  each  of  which 
it  is  customary  to  pay  a  separate  price,  the  nature  of  the  various  ser- 
vices BO  performed  might  afford  ground  for  the  conclusion  that  the 
parties  contemplated  a  separate  payment  for  each  service  rendered. 
But  it  is  not  contended  that  it  is  customary  to  pay  saloon-tenders 
separate  prices  for  sweeping,  for  building  fires,  for  acting  as  billiard 
markers,  and  for  selling  liquor." 

The  same  conclusion  was  reached  in  two  recent  cases 
in  one  where  the  plaintiff  was  employed  to  manage  the 
advertisements  of  the  daily,  weekly,  and  Sunday  editions 

2Shackwell  v.  Rosier,  2  Bioir,  (N.C.)  648;  3  Bixby  v.  Moor,  51  N.  H.  402. 

Jarvis  v.  Peck.  1  Hoflf ,  Ch.  4TO-  Cobb  v. 
Cowdery,    40  Vt.  25,   94  Am.  Dec.    370. 
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of  a  newspaper,  and  it  was  held  that  the  contract  being 
void  aa  to  the  Sunday  edition,  the  ill^ality  tainted  the 
whole  and  he  could  not  recover  anything  for  his  services 
on  the  weekly  or  daily  edition;^  in  the  other  where  a 
person  agreed  to  give  seven  public  concerts  for  a  certain 
sum,  six  on  week  days  and  one  on  Sunday  afternoon, 
when  Sunday  concerts  were  prohibited  by  statute,  it 
was  held  that  there  could  be  no  recovery  at  all  on  the 
agreement.*^ 

Thus  while,  as  we  have  seen,  where  A  promised  in 
consideration  of  B's  paying  him  a  certain  sum  of  money 
that  he  would  never  manufacture  matches,  in  St.  Louis 
or  elsewhere,  though  the  promise  to  manufacture  no- 
where was  void,  yet  the  promise  not  to  manufacture  in 
St.  Louis  was  valid  and  would  be  enforced ;  yet  had  B 
been  the  plaintiff  and  had  sued  A  for  the  money  he 
could  have  recovered  nothing.®  Like  the  case  of  the 
statute  of  frauds  where  if  the  defendant  in  the  action  has 
signed  the  memorandum,  the  agreement  is  enforcible 
even  though  had  the  defendant  been  the  plaintiff  he 
could  not  have  recovered  on  the  agreement,  the  question 
depends  on  who  is  the  plaintiff — for  if  the  promise  sued 
on  is  valid,  it  may  be  enforced  even  although  another 
void  promise  was  made  on  the  same  legal  consideration 
while  if  the  consideration  is  partly  illegal  the  promise 
is  altogether  void. 

§336.    Promises  and  Considerations  Severable. 

Where  there  are  several  promises  based  on  several 
considerations,  the  fact  that  one  or  more  of  these  con- 
siderations is  illegal  will  not  avoid  all  the  promises,  if 

«  Handy  ▼.  St.  Paul  Globe  Co.,  41  Minn.  s  Stewart  v.  Thayer,  168  Mass.  519,  4r 

186,  42  N.  W.  Rep.  872.  N.  E.  Rep.  4S0. 

•  Bishop  V.  Palmer,  146   Mass.  467. 
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those  which  were  made  upon  legal  considerations  are 
severable  from  the  others.^ 

Thus  if  A  buys  from  a  druggist  a  brush  for  |1,  a 
bottle  of  perfume  for  |2,  and  a  quart  of  whisky  for  |1, 
and  the  sale  of  the  whiskey  was  illegal,  the  druggist 
could  still  recover  the  f3  for  the  other  articles? — ^though 
if  A's  promise  had  been  to  pay  |6  for  the  three  articles 
he  could  recover  nothing.  Therefore  where  a  note  is 
given  in  payment  of  an  account,  some  of  the  items  of 
which  are  legal  and  some  illegal,  the  note  itself  is  en- 
tirely void,  and  the  holder  cannot  recover  on  the  note 
even  to  the  extent  of  the  lawful  items.* 

§337.     The  Vnlamfvl  Intention. 

Where  the  direct  object  of  the  parties  is  to  do  an 
illegal  act  the  agreement  is  void,  and  it  does  not  matter 
whether  or  not  they  knew  that  the  object  was  illegal, 
for  ignorance  of  the  law  excuses  no  one.^  And  where 
the  object  or  consideration  is  not  illegal,  but  the  ille- 
gality consists  in  the  intention  of  one  or  both  of  the 
parties  to  further  an  ill^al  purpose,  then  if  this  unlaw- 
ful intention  is  at  the  time  common  to  both  parties  the 
agreement  is  void.^ 

''Where  a  contract  is  to  do  a  thing  which  cannot  be  performed 
without  a  violation  of  the  law  it  is  void,  whether  the  parties  knew 
the  law  or  not.  But  in  order  to  avoid  a  contract  which  can  be  le- 
gally performed,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  an  intention  to  per- 
form it  in  an  illegal  manner,  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  there  was 
the  wicked  intention  to  break  the  law;  and,  if  this  be  so,  the  knowl- 
edge of  what  the  law  is  becomes  of  great  importance."* 


1  Shackwell  v.  Rosier,  2  Bing.  (N.  C.) 
684-Jarvl8v.  Peck,  1  Hoflf.  Ch.  179;  Cobb 
V.  Cowdery,  40  Vt.  25,  94  Am.  Dec.  870; 
Robinson  v.  Green,  8  Mete.  169;  Carleton 
V.  Woods,  28  N.  H.  290;  Pierce  v.  Pierce, 
17  Ind.  (App.)  107,  46  N.  E.  Rep.  480. 

s  Boyd  V.  Eaton,  44  Me.  61,  69  Am.  Dec. 
83;  Carleton  v.  Woods,  28  N.  H.  290. 

3  Wldoe  V.  Webb.  20  Ohio  St.  431;  Carle- 
ton V.  Woods,  28  N.  H.290;  Deering  v. 
Chapman,  22  Me.  488;  Cotten  v.  McKenzie, 
67  Miss.  418;  Pacific  Guano  Co.  v.  Mullen, 
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66  Ala.  682.  The  contrary  was  decided  in 
Shaw  V.  Carpenter,  54  Vt.  165,  and  Hynds 
V.  Hays.  25  Ind.  81. 

1  Pollock  Contr.  322;  Anson  Contr.  192, 
Favor  v.  Philbrick,  7  N.  H.  826;  Stewart 
V.  Theyer,  168,  Mass.  519,  49  N.  £.  Rep. 
426. 

*  Post,  $  888. 

3  Waugb  V.  Morris,  L.  R.  8  Q.  6.202, 
Sheffield  v.  Balmer,  52  Mo.  474,  14  Am. 
Rep.  480. 
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But  where  one  of  two  parties  intends  a  contract,  in- 
nocent in  itself,  to  further  an  illegal  purpose,  and  the 
other  enters  into  it  in  ignorance  of  his  intention,  the 
innocent  party  may,  while  the  agreement  is  still  execu- 
tory, avoid  it  at  his  option.*  In  an  English  case,  A 
sued  B  for  breach  of  an  agreement  to  let  him  certain 
rooms.  It  appeared  that  A  intended  to  use  the  rooms 
for  the  purpose  of  delivering  lectures  which  were  un- 
lawful, as  being  blasphemous  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute.  B  was  not  aware  of  the  use  to  which  A  meant 
to  put  the  rooms  at  the  time  the  agreement  was  made; 
and  he  subsequently  refused  to  allow  him  to  use  them, 
though  he  did  not  at  first  allege  the  character  of  the 
lectures  as  the  ground  of  his  refusal.  It  was  held  that 
he  was  entitled  to  treat  the  agreement  as  void.** 

So  where  the  intention  of  one  of  the  parties  is  lawful 
and  the  agreement  is  capable  of  being  executed  in  a 
lawful  manner,  he  is  entitled  to  full  benefits  under  it, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  secret  intention  of  the 
other  party.« 


"1 


'It  must  be  observed,  however,  that  it  would  not  always  be 
enough  to  avoid  a  contract  for  a  sale  of  articles  innocent  of  them- 
selves that  the  party  who  acquired  them,  or  sought  to  acquire  them, 
occasionally  used  them  unlawfully.  In  order  that  this  doctrine 
should  operate  in  avoidance  of  a  contract,  except  where  the  ille- 
gality involves  life,  or  offenses  of  the  higher  grade,  it  must  appear 
that  the  party  acquiring  the  product  intended  to  use  it  unlawfully 
when  the  contract  was  made,  or  when  possession  was  sought,  or 
that  he  was  engaged  in  a  general  scheme  involving  illegality,  or  the 
general  purpose  was  to  use  the  product  in  a  deceptive  and  fraudu- 
lent manner."* 


«  Cburch  ▼.  Proctor,  66  Fed.  Rep.  910. 

•  Cowan  V.  Milbourn,  L.  R.  3  Ex.  280. 
But  see  Sprague  v.  Rooney,  88  Mo.  498,  58 
Am.  Rep.  89.  When  one  has  ffone  into 
possession  under  a  lease  the  lessor^s  remedy 
In  case  the  lessee  uses  the  premises  for  a 
bawdy  house  is  under  the  statute  aeainst 
disorderly  persons.  O'Brien  v.  Bneten- 
bach,  1  Hilt,  894.  Summary  proceedings  to 
eject  the  tenant  where  he  uses  the  prem- 


ises for  an  illegal  purpose  is  provided  for 
in  various  states.  See  Prescott  v.  Kyle, 
108  Mass.  881;  Justice  v.  Lowe,  86  Ohio  St. 
370;  McGarvey  v.  Prickett,  87  Ohio  St.  669. 

«  Pixley  V.  Boynton,  79  111.  851;  Ouirk  v. 
Thomas,  6  Mich.  76;  Williams  v.  Tiede- 
man,  6  Mo.  (A pp.)  869. 

1  Church  V.  Proctor,  66  Fed.  Rep.  810. 


25 
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§338.    Knowledge  of  Illegal  Intention — The  English 

Rule. 

We  see  then  that  where  the  direct  object  of  the  agree- 
ment is  illegal,  it  is  void,  and  where  an  agreement  in- 
nocent in  itself  is  intended  by  one  of  the  parties  to 
further  an  illegal  purpose,  the  courts  will  not  enforce  it 
in  his  favor.  But  whether  the  courts  will  enforce  it  in 
favor  of  the  other  party  to  the  agreement  when  it  is 
found  that  he  knew  of  the  illegal  design,  is  a  question 
on  which  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion.  Since  the 
case  of  Pearce  v.  Brooks,^  the  English  rule  may  be  stated 
thus : 

''It  is  not  necessary  that  the  parties  to  a  contract  prima  fttcie  in- 
nocent should  bind  themselves  to  adapt  it  to  an  illegal  purpose  in 
order  to  avoid  it.  It  is  enough  that  the  one  party  knows  the  unlaw- 
ful intent  of  the  other  and  that  the  contract  is  intended  to  be  appUed 
by  the  latter  to  its  Illegal  purpose," 


In  Pearce  v.  Brooks,^  an  action  was  brought  by  coach 
builders  to  recover  payment  for  the  hire  of  a  carriage 
engaged  by  a  prostitute.  It  was  proved  that  the  plain- 
tiffs knew  that  the  defendant  waj9  a  prostitute,  and  that 
they  knew  (as  the  jury  found)  that  she  intended  to  use 
it  in  her  trade.  The  court  held  that  they  could  not  re- 
cover, on  the  ground  that  a  person  who  contributes  to 
the  performance  of  an  illegal  act  by  supplying  a  thing 
with  the  knowledge  that  it  is  going  to  be  used  for  that 
purpose  cannot  recover  for  the  thing  so  supplied. 

§339.    The  Americwn  Bide. 

The  American  doctrine  is  in  conflict  with  Pearce  v. 
Brooks,  and  agrees  substantially  with  the  remarks  of 
Bramwell,  B.,  in  that  case: 

1  Cannon  v.  Bryce,  3  B.  &  Aid.  179.  So  for  example,  rambling^,  cannot  be  recover- 
money  lent  by  one  to  another  knowing  that  ed  by  the  lender,  Cannon  v.  Bryce,  supra, 
he  intends  to  use  it  for  an  tUei^l  purpose,  as  s  L  R  1  Ex  218 
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"My  difficulty  was  whether  though  the  defendant  hired  the 
brougham  for  that  purpose,  it  could  be  said  that  the  plalntifCs  let 
it  for  the  same  purpose.  In  one  sense  it  was  not  for  the  same  pur- 
pose. If  a  man  were  to  ask  for  dueling  pistols,  and  to  say,  'I 
think  I  shall  fight  a  duel  to-morrow,'  might  not  the  seller  answer, 
'I  do  not  want  to  know  your  purpose;  I  have  nothing  to  do  with 
it;  that  is  your  business;  mine  is  to  sell  the  pistols,  and  I  look 
only  to  the  profit  of  trade.'  No  doubt  the  act  would  be  immoral,  but 
I  have  felt  a  doubt  whether  it  would  be  illegal;  and  I  should  feel  it 
still  but  that  the  authority  of  previous  cases  concludes  the  matter." 

Though  there  is  some  conflict  in  the  decisions,*  the 
weight  of  authority  in  the  United  States  sustains  this 
view  and  lays  it  down  that  the  mere  knowledge  of  a 
vendor  of  property  that  the  vendee  intends  to  make  an 
illegal  use  of  it,  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  the  prica^ 
Therefore,  it  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defend- 
ant was  a  prostitute,  and  that  they  were  intended  to 
be  used  by  her  in  her  trade;*  or  to  an  action  on  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  a  house  that  the  vendor  knew 
that  the  vendee  intended  it  for  his  mistress;*  or  to  an 
action  for  rent  that  the  lessor  knew  that  the  lessee 
intended  to  use  the  premises  for  an  unlwaful  purpose;*^ 
or  to  an  action  for  money  lent,  that  the  plaintiff  knew 
that  the  money  was  to  be  used  in  gambling  or  for  some 
other  illegal  purpose;®  or  to  an  action  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  that  the  vendor  knew  that  the  purchaser 


1  See  Adams  v.  CouUiard,  102  Mass.  167; 
Sherman  v.  Wilder,  106  Mass.  537;  Finch 
T.  Mansfield,  07  Mass.  89;  Riley  v.  Jor- 
dan, 132  Mass.  281;  Wilson  v.  Stratton, 
47  Me.  120;  McConike  v.  McMann.  27  Vt. 
96;  Territt  v.  Bartleit,  21  Vt.  184. 

2  Tracy  v.  Talmafpe,  14  N.  Y.  162,  67  Am. 
Dec.  132;  Hannauer  v.  Doane,  12  Wall. 
842,  849;  Curran  ▼.  Downs,  8  Mo.  App.  471 ; 
Kerwinv.  Doran,29  Mo.  (App.)  398;  Gamb& 
y.  Sutherland,  101  Mich.  355,  59  N.  W. 
Rep.  652;  Rose  v.  Mitchell,  6  Col.  108:  45 
Am.  Rep.  570;  Hill  v.  Spear,  60  N.  H.  258; 
Gaylord  v.  Sorafiren,  82  Vt.  110,  Webber  v. 
Donnelly,  88  Mich.  469;  McKinney  v.  An- 
drews, 41  Tex.  868;  Hedges  v.  Wallace,  2 


Bush,  442,  92    Am.   Dec.    497;  Bishop    v. 
Honey,  84  Ttx.  262. 

3  Hubbard  v.  Moore,  24  La.'Ann.  591,  18 
Am.  Rep.  128:  Anheuser-Busch  Brew. 
Assn.  V.  Mason,  44  Minn.  318, 20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  580. 

«Armfeld  v.  Tate,  7  Ired.  258. 

s  Updike  v.  Campbell,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
570;  Lyman  v.  Townsend.  24  La.  Ann.  625. 

«  Waugh  V.  Beck,  114  Pa.  St.  422,  60  Am. 
Rep.  854;  Jones  v.  Bank,  9  Heisk.  455: 
Howell  V.  Stewart,  54  Mo.  400;  Walker  v. 
Jeffries,  45  Mass.  lOO;  Lewis  v.  Alexander, 
51  Tex.  578;  Henderson  v.  Waggoner,  2 
Lea,  183. 
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bought  them  to  resell  them  in  a  State  where  the  sale  of 
such  goods  was  unlawful.^ 

In  Michael  v.  Bacon,^  in  an  action  for  work,  labor  and 
materials  in  papering  and  fitting  up  a  house  in  St 
Louis,  the  defense  was  that  the  defendants  intended  to 
use  the  house  when  fitted  up  as  a  gambling  house  and 
that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  such  was  their  intention. 
But  the  court  held  that  this  was  no  bar  to  the  recovery 
saying : 


«i 


'I  am  not  aware  of  any  principle  of  law  which  compels  a  mer- 
chant, laborer  or  mechanic  to  overlook  the  morals  of  his  customers. 
He  is  not  the  keeper  of  their  morals  in  any  sense  of  the  word.  If 
he  sells  goods  to  a  gambler,  the  sale  is  perfect  on  the  delivery,  and 
the  gambler  must  pay  for  them,  whatever  his  purpose  may  have 
been  in  making  the  purchase.  If  the  merchant  is  not  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  illicit  gains  of  a  gambler,  and  is  not  connected  by  con- 
tract with  the  object  the  gambler  has  in  view,  his  knowledge  of  the 
purpose  does  not  vitiate  the  sale.' 


f> 


§  340.    Exceptions  to  the  American  Rule. 

To  the  doctrine  stated  in  the  last  section  there  are 
two  exceptions,  viz.:  (a)  Where  the  contemplated  il- 
legal act  is  of  a  highly  heinous  character;  (b)  where 
the  vendor  does  something  beyond  making  the  sale,  in 
aid  or  furtherance  of  the  unlawful  design. 

(a)  There  may  be  ca^es,  though  likely  to  be  of  rare 
occurrence,  where  the  bore  knowledge  of  the  use  to 
which  the  article  sold  is  to  be  put  will  prevent  recovery 
of  the  price.  If  a  person  sells  arsenic  with  knowledge 
that  the  purchaser  intends  to  poison  another  with  it, 
the  enormity  of  the  offense  intended  is  such  as  to  render 
it  morally  certain  that  the  conscience  of  the  seller  would 

7  Hill  ▼.  Spear,  50  N.  H.  253,  9  Am.  Rep.       Godfrey,  88  N.  H.  879,  61  Am.  Doc.  617. 
S06:  Webber    v.  Donnelly,  ^   Mich.  466;  s  49  Mo.  474,  8  Am.  Rep.  188. 

Jameson  ▼.  Gregory,  4  Met.  368;  Smith  v. 
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have  prevented  him  from  making  the  sale  had  he  not 
participated  in  the  design.^  In  a  Missouri  case*  it  is 
said: 


"Aside  from  felonies  or  crimes  involving  great  moral  turpitude, 
the  mere  knowledge  of  the  lender  or  vendor,  that  the  money  loaned 
or  the  property  sold  Is  designed  to  be  applied  to  an  unlawful  pur- 
pose, will  not  prevent  a  legal  recovery  based  on  such  loan  or  sale." 

In  the  case  of  contracts  made  during  the  late  war  for 
supplies  to  be  used  by  the  Confederates  in  aid  of  the 
rebellion,  when  the  question  came  before  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Hanauer  v.  Downed  it  was 
decided  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  on  such 
contracts,  on  the  ground  that  the  vendor  knew  that  the 
property  was  to  be  employed  in  the  commission  of  a 
criminal  act,  the  court  saying : 

"With  whatever  Impunity  a  man  may  lend  money  or  sell  goods  to 
another  who  he  knows  Intends  to  devote  them  to  a  use  that  Is  only 
malum  prohibitum,  or  of  Inferior  criminality,  he  cannot  do  It  with- 
out  turpitude  when  he  knows  or  has  every  reason  to  believe  that 
such  money  or  goods  are  to  be  used  for  the  perpetration  of  a  hein- 
ous crime' and  that  they  were  procured  for  that  purpose." 


(b)  If  it  appears  from  some  stipulation  or  act  of 
the  party*  or  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case^  that 
he  made  the  agreement  with  the  view  of  aiding  in  the 
accomplishment  of  such  purpose,  he  cannot  recover.  If 
in  addition  to  knowledge  of  the  illegal  intention  there  is 
any  participation  in  it  on  his  part,  he  is  guilty  in  the 
eye  of  the  law.^  Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  purchase  by  a 
prostitute  given  in  the  last  section  if  it  was  shown  that 
the  seller  expected  to  be  paid  from  the  profits  of  the 


1  Benj.  Prin.  of  Contr.  97;  Hanauer   y.  H.  475;  Foster  v.  Thurston,  11  Gush.  82S; 

Doane.  18  Wal.  842;  Tracy     v.   Talmage,  Webster  v.  Munger,  8  Gray,  584;  Ralston 

14  N.  Y.  215;  Tatum  ▼.  Kelly,  25  Ark.  m.  v.  Brady,  90  Ga.  449. 

a  Howell  ▼.  Stewart,  54  Mo.  40S.  8  White  v.  Buss,  8  Cush.  448:  Tracy   v. 

3  12  Wall.  843.  Talmage,  14  N.  Y.  914, 67  Am.  Dec.  189. 

*  Arnot  V.  Pitttton,  etc..  Coal  Co. .  88  N .  ^*f°^f^  ^iJ^??****"»  ^  ^'  u^'^^a^?' 

Y.  568;  Gaylord  v.    ^ra»en,  82  v't.  110;  »?  ^m.  Dec.  872;  Cheeney  v.  Duke,    10  S. 

Aikenv.  Blaisdell,  41  Vt.655:   Banchor   v.  &  J.  li* 
Mansel,  47  Me.  56;  Skiff  ▼.  Johnson,  57  N. 
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vendee's  prostitution,  or  that  he  sold  the  goods  to  enable 
her  to  carry  it  on,  "so  that  he  might  appear  to  have 
done  something  in  furtherance  of  it,"  he  could  not  re- 
cover the  priced  So,  one  may  lawfully  sell  goods  to 
another,  although  he  knows  the  buyer  intends  to 
smuggle  them  into  another  country  and  to  evade  the 
revenue  laws,  and  this  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  the 
price,  yet  if  the  seller  does  any  act  which  is  calculated 
to  facilitate  the  smuggling,  such  as  packing  the  goods 
in  a  particular  manner,  he*  is  regarded  as  particeps 
criminis  and  cannot  recover.®  Where  liquor  was  sold 
in  one  State  to  be  taken  to  a  State  and  there  resold,  the 
sale  of  liquor  in  the  latter  State  being  contrary  to  law 
the  court  said : 

"If  the  buyer  knows  that  the  sale  Is  made  only  for  the  purpose  of 
facilitating  his  illegal  conduct,  the  connection  is  of  the  strongest 
If  the  sale  is  made  with  the  desire  to  help  him  to  his  end,  although 
primarily  made  for  money,  the  seller  cannot  complain  If  the  illegal 
consequence  is  attributed  to  him.  If  the  buyer  knows  that  the 
seller  while  aware  of  his  intent^  is  indifferent  to  It,  or  disapproves 
of  it,  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  connection  is  sufficient."* 

Thus  where  the  plaintiffs  sold  goods  to  defendant, 
with  the  knowledge  that  she  intended  to  make  an  un- 
lawful use  of  them ;  and  to  enable  her  to  make  such 
unlawful  use,  by  her  direction,  put  them  up  in  packages 
in  a  convenient  form  for  sales  in  violation  of  the  law, 
with  labels  thereon  calculated  to  facilitate  such  sales, 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  the 
price,^^  The  same  conclusion  was  reached  where  the 
plaintiff,  having  a  reputation  bb  a  seedsman,  sold  to  the 
defendant  a  large  quantity  of  empty  bags  for  seeds  with 


7  Hubbard  v.  Moore,  24  La.  Ann.  591, 13  »  Graves  v.  Jobnaon,  156  Mass.  811,  214, 
Am.  Rep.    188;  Sampson   v.   Townshend,  30  N.  E.  Rep.  81 8. 

26  La  Ann.  78;  Reed  v.  Brewer,  36  S.    W.  i  o  Sklflf  v.  Johnson,  57  N.  H.   475. 
Rep.  99  (Tex.) 

8  See  Tracy   v.  Talmage,  14  N.    Y.  168, 
67  Am.  Dec.  188. 
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the  plaintiff's  label,  the  same  to  be  filled  by  the  pur- 
chaser with  seeds,  and  sold  in  a  certain  county  named 
in  the  contract,  and  not  elsewhere;  and  where  a  con- 
tract waa  made  for  the  sale  of  domestic  sardines,  to  be 
put  up  with  labels  representing  the  sardines  as  foreign 
sardines.^  ^ 

It  is  on  this  ground  that  it  is  held  in  numerous  cases 
that  one  loaning  money  with  a  knowledge  that  it  is  to 
be  used  for  an  illegal  purpose,  as  for  gambling,  cannot 
recover  the  loan.  No  legal  distinction  can  be  drawn 
between  a  loan  of  money  and  a  sale  of  goods  as  affecting 
this  question,  but  money  is  frequently,  if  not  in  the  ma- 
jority of  causes,  loaned  to  assist  another  in  some  under- 
taking ;  and  if  the  undertaking  be  illegal,  as  for  instance 
a  gambling  transaction,  the  lender,  knowing  of  the  bor- 
rower's intention  and  assisting  by  way  of  a  loan,  may  be 
deprived  of  his  right  to  recover  the  money  loaned.^^ 

"It  does  not  follow  that  a  lender  has  a  guilty  purpose  merely  be- 
cause he  knows  or  believes  that  the  borrower  has.  There  may  be  a 
visible  line  between  the  motives  of  the  two.  If  it  were  not  so  men 
would  have  great  responsibilities  for  the  motives  and  acts  of  others. 
A  person  may  loan  money  to  his  friend — to  the  man,  and  not  to  his 
purpose.  He  may  not  be  willing  to  deny  his  friend,  however  much 
disapproving  his  acts.  In  order  to  find  the  lender  in  fault,  he  must 
himself  have  an  intention  that  the  money  shall  be  illegally  used. 
.  .  .  The  lender  must  in  some  manner  be  a  confederate  or  partic- 
ipator in  the  borrower's  act,  be  himself  implicated  in  it.  He  must 
loan  his  money  for  the  express  purpose  of  promoting  the  Illegal  de- 
sign of  the  borrower;  not  intend  merely  to  serve  or  accommodate 
the  man."i3 

The  true  doctrine  is  best  expressed  in  a  Pennsylvania 
case  where  it  is  said  that  to  invalidate  a  loan  for  a 
gambling  transaction,  the  lender  must  not  only  have 

1 1  Bliss  V.  Bloomer.  28  Barb.  604;  Ma-  450;Ruckmaii  v.  Bnran,3  Denio«  840;  Peck  ▼. 
terne  v.  Howitz,  101  N.  Y.  S4;  Church   v.       Brifirffs,  8  Denio,  107;  Williamson  v.  Bailey, 


Proctor,  66  Fed.  Rep.  210.  78  Ho.  686;  Viser  v.  Bertrand,  14  Ark.  867; 

I «  Mr .  KnowUon's  notes  to  Anson  Contr.        Raymond  v.  Leavitt,  46  Mich.  447. 
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known  the  use  intended,  but  must  have  been  implicated 
as  a  confederate  though  not  necessarily  for  gain.^* 

§341.    Agreements  Legal  in  One  Place  hut  Illegal  in 

Another.  , 

The  subject  of  conflict  of  laws  rests  entirely  upon 
what  is  called  the  comity  of  nations.  The  law  of  one 
State  has  no  force  or  authority  beyond  the  jurisdiction 
of  its  own  courts.  Whatever  effect  is  given  to  it  by 
the  courts  of  other  countries  or  States  is  the  result  of 
that  international  comity  which  is  the  product  of  mod- 
em civilization.  It  is  left  to  each  nation  to  say  how 
far  it  will  recognize  this  comity  and  to  what  extent  it 
will  be  permitted  to  control  its  own  laws. 

"That  the  laws  of  any  state  cannot,  by  any  inherent  authority, 
be  entitled  to  respect  eztraterritorially,  or  beyond  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  State  which  enacts  them,  is  the  necessary  result  of  the  in- 
dependence of  distinct  sovereignties.  But  the  courtesy,  comity,  or 
mutual  convenience  of  nations,  amongst  which  commerce  has  in- 
troduced so  great  an  intercourse,  has  sanctioned  the  admission  and 
oi)eratlon  of  foreign  laws  relative  to  contracts;  so  that  it  is  now  a 
principle  generally  received,  that  contracts  are  to  be  construed  and 
Interpreted  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  In  which  they  are 
made,  unless  from  their  tenor  it  is  perceived  that  they  were  en- 
tered into  with  a  view  to  the  laws  of  some  other  State.  *And  nothing 
can  be  more  just  than  this  principle.  For,  when  a  merchant  of 
France,  Holland,  or  England,  enters  Into  a  contract  in  his  own 
country,  he  must  be  presumed  to  be  conusant  of  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  he  is  and  to  expect  that  his  contract  is  to  be  judged  of 
and  carried  into  effect  according  to  those  laws;  and  the  merchant 
with  whom  he  deals,  if  a  foreigner,  must  be  supposed  to  submit 
himself  to  the  same  laws,  unless  he  has  taken  care  to  stipulate  for 
a  performance  in  some  other  country,  or  has,  In  some  other  way, 
excepted  his  particular  contract  from  the  laws  of  the  country  where 
he  is."* 


I*  Wauffh  V.  Beck,  114  Pa.   St.   422,   60  ifilanchard  v.  Russell,  13  Muss.  1,  7  Am. 

Am.  Rep.  854;  Hines  v.  Union   Trust  Co.,       Dec.  106. 
48  S.W.  Rep.  UO  (Ga.),  where  a  bank  loaned 
money  knowing  that  it  was  to   be  used  to 
compound  a  felony. 
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It  has  come  to  be  a  well-settled  principle  that  the 
validity  of  a  contract  will  be  determined  by  the  law  of 
the  place  where  it  is  made  or  where  it  is  intended  to  be 
performed,^  unless  the  parties  have  expressly  provided 
that  it  shall  be  governed  by  the  law  of  a  particular 
country.^  Therefore  an  agreement  illegal  and  void  in 
the  country  where  it  was  made  will  not  be  enforced  in  a 
country  where  it  would  have  been  perfectly  valid  had  it 
been  made  there^  and  an  agreement  legal  and  valid  in 
the  country  where  it  was  made  will  be  enforced  in  the 
courts  of  a  country  whose  laws  would  have  rendered  it 
void  had  it  been,  entered  into  there.*  In  short,  an 
agreement  good  where  made  is  good  everywhere  and  an 
agreement  invalid  where  made  is  invalid  everywhere. 
But  there  are  several  exceptions  to  this  rule,  viz. : 
1.  Where  the  agreement  is  contrary  to  good  morals.*^ 
Thus  it  has  been  held  that  agreements  to  bribe  or  cor- 
ruptly influence  officers  of  a  foreign  government,  even 
if  not  prohibited  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  they 
are  made,  will  not  be  enforced  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States;®  and  this  is  not  in  the  interest  of  the 
foreign  government,  but  for  the  sake  of  morality  and 
the  dignity  of  the  law  at  home.  So  a  marriage  between 
persons  within  the  prohibited  relationship  or  plural 
marriages  though  valid  in  a  foreign  country  will  not  be 
recognized  here.'' 


s Harrison  v.  Sterry,  5  Cranch.  289;  Ay- 
mar  V.  Sheldon,  12  wend.  499, 27  Am.  Dec. 
187;  Marvin  Safe  Co.  v.  Norton,  48  N.  J. 
(L.)  415, 57  Am.  Rep.  666;  Pritchard  v. 
Norton,  106,  U.  S.  124;  Harrison  v.  Ed- 
wards. 12  Vt.  648,  86  Am.  Dec.  366;  Lane  v. 
Levillian,  4  Ark.  76,  87  Am.  Dec.  769; 
Whidden  v.  Seelye,  40  Me.  247,  68  Am. 
Dec.  667;  Speed  v.  May.  17  Pa.  St.  91,  65 
Am.  Dec.  MO;  King  v.  Sarri»,  69  N.  Y.  34, 
25  Am.  Dec.  128;  Smith  ▼.  Smith,  2  Johns. 
285,  8  Am,  Dec.  410;  Kanaga  v.  Taylor,  7 
Ohio  St.  184,  70  Am.  Dec.  62;  Wyse  v. 
Dandridge,36Mi88.672,72Am.  Dec  149; 
Kennedy  V.  Knight, 21  Wis.  840,  94  Am. 
Dec.  548.  The  presumption  Is  that  the 
place  of  performance  is  the  place  where  it 
was  made.  Allshouse  v.  Ramsey,  6  Whart. 
881.  37  Am.  Dec.  417. 


3U.  S.  Savings,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Scott,  98 
Ky.  696.  84  S.  W.  Rep.  286, 17  K.  L.  Rep. 
1344;  Greer  v.  Poole,  5  Q.  B.  D.  272. 

«Cases  in  last  notes.  White  v.  Hart,  8 
Wall.  646;  Brown  v.  Browning,  15  R.  I. 
422,  7Atl.Rep.  408. 

s Dicey  Conf  1.  L.  558;  Robinson  v.< Bland^ 
2 Burr,  1048:  Kaufman  v.  Gerson,  1  K;  B. 
Div.  591  (1904). 

•Oscanyan  v.  Arms  Co.,  108  U.  S.  361. 

vpennegar  v.  Sute,87  Teon.  244, 10  Am. 
St.  Rep.  648;  Sneed  v.  Ewing,  5  J.  J. 
Marsh.  460,  28  Am.  Dec.  41;  Greenwood 
V.  Curtis,  6  Mass.  878,  4  Am.  Dec.  145; 
Swift  ▼.  Keeley.S  Knapp,  868;  Brook  v. 
Brook,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  198 
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"Where  the  contract  is  void  on  the  ground  of  immorality  or  is 
contrary  to  such  positive  law  as  would  prohibit  the  making  of  such 
a  contract  at  all,  then  the  contract  would  be  void  all  oyer  the  world, 
and  no  ciyilized  country  would  be  called  on  to  enforce  it."* 

2.  Where  the  agreement  is  contrary  to  the  l^isla- 
tion  of  the  State,  i.  e.,  its  constitution  and  statutes ;  or  is 
injurious  to  the  interest  of  its  citizens.®  Thus  where 
a  statute  of  Massachusetts  made  an  agreement  to  make 
a  will  "not  binding^'  unless  in  writing,  A  being  in 
Maine,  orally  promised  B  that  if  she  would  leave  Maine 
and  take  care  of  her  during  her  life  she  would  leave  her 
all  her  property  at  her  death.  B  accepted  the  proposal, 
went  with  A  to  Massachusetts,  performed  her  part  of 
the  agreement,  and  at  her  death  sued  her  executor  on 
the  promise.  The  oral  contract  was  good  in  Maine,  but 
the  court  of  Massachusetts  refused  to  enforce  it,  saying : 

"The  statute  embodies  a  fundamental  policy.  The  ground  is  the 
prevention  of  fraud  and  perjury,  which  are  deemed  likely  to  be 
practiced  without  this  safeguard.  ...  If  the  policy  of  Massa- 
chusetts makes  void  an  oral  contract  of  this  sort  made  within  the 
State,  the  same  policy  forbids  that  Massachusetts'  testators  should 
be  sued  here  upon  such  contract  without  written  evidence  wherever 
it  is  made."" 

3.  Where  the  agreement  is  contrary  to  the  public 
policy  of  the  State.^^  In  Rousillon  v.  Rousillon^^  the 
parties  had  entered  into  an  agreement  in  Prance  in 
restraint  of  trade.  The  agreement  was  perfectly  valid 
in  France,  where  the  common-law  doctrine  regarding 
such  contracts  as  against  public  policy  is  unknown.  It 
was  held  that  the  agreement,  though  good  where  made, 
would  not  be  enforced  by  an  English  court. 


8Re  Missouri  Steamship  Co.  43 Ch.  Div.  nHope  v.  Hope,  8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  781; 

881.  Grcll  V.  Levy,  16  C.  B.  N.  S.  73;  Wight  v. 

9 Rhodes  V.  Savings  Soc.,  60  N.  E.  Rep.  R'"*^8^^P^'^Wi*..^4;  Liverpool  Steam  Co. 

aOS  (111.);  Watson  v.  Murray.  88  N.  J.  (Eq.)  ^-  ^n*-  Co.»  189  U.  §.  397. 

267:  Pope  v.  Hanke,  165  til.   617,  40  N.  E.  i  «14  Ch.  Div.  861. 
Rep.  887. 

1  oEmery  v.  BurbaDk,  163  Mass.  883. 
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"It  has  been  insisted,  that  even  if  the  contract  was  void  by  the 
law  of  England  as  against  public  policy,  yet  inasmuch  as  the  con- 
tract was  made  in  France  It  must  be  good  here,  because  the  law  of 
France  knows  no  such  principle  as  that  by  which  unreasonable  con- 
tracts in  restraint  of  trade  are  held  to  be  void  in  this  country.  It 
appears  to  me,  however,  plain  on  general  principles,  that  this  court 
will  not  enforce  a  contract  against  the  public  policy  of  this  country 
wherever  it  may  be  made.  It  seems  to  me  almost  absurd  to  suppose 
that  the  courts  of  this  country  should  enforce  a  contract  which  they 
consider  to  be  against  public  policy,  simply  because  it  happens  to 

have  been  made  somewhere  else." 

• 

In  Flagg  Y.  Baldwin,^*  an  agreement  was  made  in  New 
York  whose  object  was  the  speculating  in  stocks  upon 
margins.  Suit  was  brought  in  New  Jersey.  The 
agreement  was  valid  in  New  York  but  was  in  violation 
of  the  statute  of  New  Jersey  as  to  gaming  contracts. 
The  question  was  presented  whether  such  an  agree- 
ment,  which  had  it  been  made  in  New  Jersey  would 
have  been  void  and  unenforceable,  would  be  enforced 
by  the  court,  because  it  was  made  in  another  State,  ac- 
-cording  to  whose  laws  it  was  valid.  This  question  the 
court  answered  in  the  negative : 

''An  almost  complete  agreement  exists  upon  the  proposition  that 
a  contract  valid  where  made  will  not  be  enforced  by  the  courts  of 
another  country,  if  in  doing  so  they  must  violate  the  plain  public 
policy  of  the  country  whose  Jurisdiction  is  invoked  to  enforce  it,  or 
if  its  enforcement  would  be  injurious  to  its  interest  or  conflict  with 
the  operation  of  the  public  laws  of  that  country.  .  .  .  We  are 
brought,  then,  to  the  question  whether  our  law  against  gaming  Is 
such  a  public  law,  and  establishes  such  a  public  policy  as  to  require 
us  to  refuse  to  enforce  foreign  contracts  in  conflict  with  it,  in  a  case 
like  that  under  consideration.  I  think  this  question  must  be  an* 
swered  in  the  affirmative.  ...  In  my  Judgment  our  law  against 
gaming  is  of  such  a  character,  and  is  designed  for  the  prevention  of 
vice  producing  injury  so  widespread  in  its  effect,  the  policy  evinced 
thereby  is  of  such  public  interest  that  comity  does  not  require  us  to 
here  enforce  a  contract,  which  by  that  law  is  adjudged  as  unlawful,* 
and  so  prohibited."^ 

1 338  N.  J.  (Bq.)  209.  Contra.  Edwards  Brokerage  Co.  v.  Stev> 

1 4S€c  in  accord  with  this  decision  Bart-       «P»on>  ^S  fjo-  f^i  ^\^k]!f'  ^^-  ^^'^'  *^"*^' 
Jett  V.  Collins,  85  N.  W.   Rep.   708   (Wis.).       ■««<* '«  "  C«»'-  L.  J.  »». 
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§342.     Agreements  Legal  at  One  Time  and  Illegal  at 

Another. 


A  legal  agreement  cannot  become  illegal  by  a  sub- 
sequent change  in  the  law,  and  therefore  if  an  agree- 
ment when  entered  into  is  legal,  and  such  agreements, 
are  afterwards  made  illegal  by  statute,  the  agree- 
ment in  question  is  not  affected  by  the  statute.^  An 
agreement  to  sell  a  slave  entered  into  when  slavery 
was  legal,  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  not  to  be  rendered  illegal  by  the  subse- 
quent abolition  of  slavery.^  So  if  an  agreement  for  a 
high  rate  of  interest  is  made  at  a  time  when  it  was  legal 
the  promisor  must  pay  what  he  promised  even  though 
before  suit  is  brought  against  him,  a  usury  law  has  been 
enacted.^  And  if  the  agreement,  when  it  is  made,  con- 
forms to  the  public  policy  of  the  State,  a  change  in 
public  policy  does  not  make  it  void.* 

On  the  other  hand  where  a  statute  is  in  force  at  the 
time  a  contract  is  entered  into,  which  makes  it  illegal, 
no  action  can  be  maintained  on  it  though  the  statute  is 
afterwards  repealed.*^ 

"Whether  the  provisions  of  the  statute  were  wise  or  not  It  is 
not  our  province  to  determine.    While  in  existence  it  was  a  binding 
rule  of  action  and  its  subsequent  repeal  did  not  impair  its  binding - 
force  while  it  remained  on  the  statute  book."* 

An  agreement  which  provides  for  something  known 
to  both  parties  to  be  not  lawful  at  the  time,  being  done 


1  As  to  discharge  of  contract  by  subse- 
quent impossibility  created  by  law,  see 
post. 

2  Boyce  v.  Tabb,  18  Wall.  546. 

3  Richardson  v.  Campbell,  84  Neb.  181, 
51  N.  W.  Rep.  758. 

«  Stephens  v.  R.  Co.,  109  Cal.  86,  41  Pac. 
Rep.  788.  SeeHarttord  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  R.  Co., 
68  Fed.  Rep.  910. 

s  Denning  v.  Yount,  6a  Kas.  417;  6x 
Pac.  Rep. 803;  Ludlow  v.  Hardy,  88  Mich. 
690;  Webber  v.  Howe,  86  Mich.  160;  Rob- 
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inson  v.  Barrows,  48  Me.  186;  Bailey  v. 
Mogg,  4  Denio,  60:  Handy  v.  St.  Paul 
Pub.  Co.  41  Minn.  188,  42  N.  W.  Rep.  872; 
Milne  v.  Huber,  8  McLean,  212.  But  see- 
Curtis  V.  Leaviit,  15  N.  Y.  85.  *' Where  a 
man  covenants  not  to  do  a  thing  which 
was  unlawful  at  the  time  of  the  covenant, 
and  afterwards  an  act  makes  it  lawful,  the 
act  does  not  repeal  the  covenant."  Brew- 
ster V.  Kitchen,  1  ^llc.  198. 

« Woods  V.  Armstrong.  54  Ala.  150,  25- 
Am.  Rep.  671. 


€H.  VII.  THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT.  §  343 

in  the  event  and  only  in  the  event  of  its  being  made 
lawful,  is  free  from  objection  and  valid  as  a  conditional 
contract  f  unless  the  thing  were  of  such  a  kind  that  its 
becoming  lawful  could  not  be  properly  contemplated.® 

§343.     Securities  Given  on  Illegal  Transaction. 

Eepeating  a  promise  which  is  void  for  illegality  can- 
not give  it  any  validity.  Therefore  if  a  connection  be- 
tween the  original  illegal  transaction  and  a  new  prom- 
ise can  be  traced,  no  matter  how  many  times  and  in  how 
many  different  forms  it  may  be  renewed,  it  cannot  form 
the  basis  of  a  recovery.^  In  the  leading  case  of  Fisher 
V.  Bridges,^  the  plaintifif  sued  the  defendant  upon  a 
covenant  to  pay  a  sum  of  money.  The  defense  was  that 
the  covenant  was  security  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of 
money  due  upon  a  purchase  of  land  agreed  to  be  sold 
for  a  purpose  declared  to  be  illegal  by  statute.  The  lower 
court  ruled  that  the  defendant  was  bound,  inasmuch  a3 
there  was  nothing  unlawful  in  a  simple  promise  to  pay 
money.  But  on  appeal  it  was  held  that  the  illegality, 
when  proved,  tainted  the  subsequent  promise,  and  that 
this  was  not  a  simple  promise  to  pay  money,  but  that  it 
"sprang  from  and  was  the  creature  of  an  illegal  trans- 
action." This  principle  is  well  settled  in  our  courts 
and  no  writing,  seal  or  other  solemnities  in  the  forma- 
tion of  the  contract  will  preclude  the  court  from  re- 
ceiving oral  evidence  to  show  that  the  transaction  was 
illegal  and  the  instrument  therefore  void.  The  defense 
of  illegality  is  allowed,  not  as  a  favor  to  or  in  the  inter- 

7  Taylor  V.  Chichester,  etc.*  R.  Co.,  L.  declared  void.    Johnson  v.  Iss,  85  S.  W. 

R.  4  H.  L.  888:  Mayor  of  Norwich  v.  Nor-  Rep.  79  (Tenn.) 

folk  R.  Co.,  4  E.  &  B.  897,  S4  L.  J.  Q.   B.  i  Comstock  v.  Draper.  1   Mich.  481,  53 

1^-  Am.  Dec.  78;  Harrison  v.    McCluney.  32 

>  In  a  recent  case  B  promised  A,  whose  Mo.  (App.)  481;  Brown  v.  Kinsey,  81  N.  C. 

husband  was  alive,  to  marry  her  when  she  945;  Weirner  v.  Biering,  65  Tex.  506. 

obtained  a  divorce.    The  agreement  was  a  Bl.  A  Bl.  642. 
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est  of  either  of  the  contracting  parties,  but  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  public.®  Therefore  deeds,  bonds  or  other 
securities  given  for  illegal  debts  are  invalid  and  not  en- 
forceabla* 

In  the  case  of  negotiable  instruments  we  have  to 
consider  not  only  the  effect  of  the  illegality  as  between 
the  original  parties  to  the  contract,  but  its  eflfect  upon 
subsequent  holders  of  the  instrument.  In  these  cases, 
the  ordinary  presumption  in  favor  of  the  holder  of  such 
an  instrument  does  not  exist  Upon  proof  of  the  ille- 
gality which  tainted  the  instrument  in  its  inception, 
the  holder  is  liable  to  have  to  show  that  he  is  a  hold- 
er for  value;  that  is  to  say,  that  he  gave  consid- 
eration for  the  bill ;  and  even  then,  if  he  can  be  proved 
to  have  been  aware  of  the  illegality,  he  will  be  dis- 
entitled to  recover.  But  the  illegality  of  considera- 
tion is  no  defense  to  a  negotiable  instrument  that  has 
passed  into  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  unless 
the  statute  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication^  de- 
clares that  the  instrument  given  on  such  illegal  consid- 
eration shall  be  absolutely  void;®  for  where  the  note  is 
expressly  made  void  by  statute,  even  a  bona  fide  holder 
cannot  recover  on  it.^ 


3  Lyon  V.  Waldo,  36  Micb.  353:  Wooden 
V.  ShotwelU  83  N.  T.  (L.)  465;  Buffeodeau 
V.  Brooks,  28  Cal.  641. 

«  Morton  v.  Fletcher,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
137, 12  Am.  Dec.  866;  Edd^ell  v.  McLaugrh- 
lin,  6  Wbart.  176,  36  Am.  Dec.  214;  Shrop- 
shire V.  Glasscock,  4  Mo.  536,  81  Am.  Dec. 
189;  Sprague  v.  Rooney,  KM  Mo.  349.  16  S. 
W.  Rep.  123;  Russell  v.  Ryland,2  Humph. 
181,  86  Am.  Dec.  307;  Bettis  v.  Reynolds.  12 
Ired.  344,  66  Am.  Dec.  417;  Monro  v.  Smel- 
ly, 35  Tex.  586,  78  Am.  Dec.  541;Hockaday 
V.  Willis,  1  Spear,  879.  40  Am.  Dec.  606; 
Chiles  V.  Coleman,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  896, 12 
Am.  Dec.  396;  Merchants  Sav.  Bk.  v.  Dun- 
can, 36  S.  W.  Rep.  887  (Ten n): Winchester 
Co.  v.Veal,  145  Ind.  506,  41  N.  E.  Rep.  834; 
Ayer,  v.  Younker,  50  Pac.  Rep.  218 
(Colo.) 

s  A  statute  by  necessary  implication 
makes  a  note  void  when  it  makes  the  con- 
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tract  under  which  it  is  executed  void  and 
criminal.  Snoddy  v.  Bank,  88  Tenn.  578. 
But  see  New  v.  Walker,  108  ind.  366. 

eVallett  v.  Parker,  6  Wend.  615;  Town 
of  Eagle  V.  Kohn,  84  111.  292;  Root  v.  Mer- 
riam,  27  Fed.  Rep.  909;  Fuller  v.  Green,  64 
Wis.  159;  Traders'  Bank  v.  Alsop,  64  lovra 
97;  Jones  v.  Sevier,  1  Litt.  50, 18  Am.  Dec. 
218;  Bell  v.  Parker.  8  Dana.  51,  28  Am. 
Dec.  55;  Haight  v.  Joyce,  2  Cal.  64,  56  Am. 
Dec.  311;  New  v  Walker,  108  Ind.  865; 
Coulter  V.  Robinson,  14  S.  &  M.  18;  Single- 
ton V.  Bremar,  Harp.  201;  Pope  v.  Hanke, 
40  N.  E.  Rep.  839  (111.);  Koster  v.  Scney, 
68.  N.  W.  Rep.  524  (la.);  Ayer  v.  Yonker, 
50  Pac.  Rep.  218  (Colo.) 

'Aurora  v.  West,  22  Ind.  88;  Andrews 
V.  Hoxie,  5  Tex.  171;  Ayer  v.  Yonker, 
supra;  Boughner  v.  Meyer,  5  Colo.  73; 
Irwin  V.  Marquett,  59  N.  W.  Rep.  88 
(Ind). 


CH.  VII.]         THE  LEGALITY  OF  THE  AGREEMENT.  §  344 

§344.     Distinction  Between  ^^Void/^  ^^YoidabW^  and 

^^JJnenforceable/^ 

An  agreement  is  either  "valid,"  "void,"  "voidable^' 
or  "unenforceabla"  A  void  agreement  is  one  destitute 
of  legal  effect.  It  is  a  mere  nullity  and  good  for  no 
purpose  whatever.  It  is  binding  upon  neither  party 
and  may  be  attacked  as  invalid  by  strangers.  It  does 
not  require  any  disaffirmance  to  avoid  it,  but  may  be 
simply  disregarded  and  it  cannot  be  ratified  and  made 
valid.  Of  this  nature  are  all  of  the  agreements  con- 
sidered in  this  chapter  except  one  or  two  classes  which 
have  been  already  noticed  as  exceptions.^ 

A  "voidable"  contract  is  one  that  is  good  both  as  be- 
tween the  parties  to  it  and  as  to  third  persons,  until  it 
is  avoided  by  the  party  entitled  to  avoid  it.  It  is  valid 
and  binding  until  thus  disaffirmed  and  its  infirmity 
may  be  completely  cured  by  a  ratification  by  the  party 
at  whose  instance  it  might  have  been  avoided.  Of  this 
class  are  those  in  which  one  of  the  parties  has  a  legal 
incapacity  or  where  the  agreement  lacks  the  element  of 
consent  or  wants  a  legal  consideration.^ 

An  "unenforceable  contract"  is  one  that,  while  per- 
fectly valid,  is  incapable  of  proof  pending  the  fulfill- 
ment of  certain  conditiona  A  contract  which  is  unen- 
forceable cannot  be  set  aside  at  the  option  of  one  of  the 


iMcFarland  v.  Hein,  127  Mo.  827,  80  S. 
W.  Rep.  1080.  The  word  "void"  is  some- 
times used  in  statutes  and  very  frequently 
in  the  reports  where  the  word  "voidable  ' 
is  intended  to  be  used.  For  the  construc- 
tion of  the  word  *'void"8ee  Fuller  v.  Has- 
brouck,  46  Mich.  82;  Allis  v.  Billinfirs.  6 
Mete.  417;  Anderson  v.  Roberts.  18  Johns. 
537;  Goldsmith  v.  Hampton,  5  C.  B.  (n.  s.) 
108;  Breckenridfi^e  v.  Ormsby,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  396,  19  Am.  Dec.  71:  Van  Schaack 
v.  Robbins,  86  Iowa  801;  Brown  v.  Brown, 
60  N.  H.  688;  Bromley  v.  Goodrich,  40 
Wis.  181;  Kearney  v.  Vaugban,  50  Mo.  284; 
Mut.  Benefit  Ins.  Co.  v.  Winne,  49  Pac.  Rep. 
449  (Mont.)    As  to  construction  of  '*voia- 


able"  see  Pearsoll  v.  Chapin,  44  Pa.  St.  IfS; 
Alexander  v.  Nelson.  42  Ala.  4ft2.  In 
Beecher  v.  Marq.  &  Pac.  R.  M.  Co..  45 
Mich.  106,  Cooley,  J.,  said:  *'If  it  is  ap- 
parent that  an  act  is  prohibited  and  de- 
clared void  on  fp-ounds  of  general  policy, 
we  must  suppose  the  legislative  intent  to 
be  that  it  shall  be  void  to  all  intents ;  while 
if  the  manifest  intent  is  to  give  protection 
to  determinate  individuals  who  are  sui 
juris,  the  purpose  is  sufficiently^  accom- 
plished if  they  are  given  the  liberty  of 
avoiding  it." 


2 See  Ante,  Chap.  VI. 
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parties  to  it;  the  obstacles  to  its  enforcement  do  not 
touch  the  existence  of  the  contract,  but  only  set  diffi- 
culties in  the  way  of  action  being  brought  or  proof 
given.  Of  this  class  are  contracts  which  fail  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  so  can- 
not be  proved ;  or  contracts  by  word  of  mouth  or  in 
writing  which  are  required  by  statute  or  law  to  be  in 
writing  or  under  seal,  or  contracts  which  have  fallen 
under  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  can  only  be  revived 
by  an  acknowledgment  in  writing. 
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PART  II. 


THE  OPEKATION  OF  THE  CONTKACT. 


§  846.    Introductory. 


26  401 


§345.     Introductory^ 

The  making  of  the  agreement,  its  form,  the  question 
of  consideration,  the  capacity  of  the  parties,  the  neces- 
sity of  consent  to  its  terms  and  the  requirement  that  the 
object  of  the  agreement  shall  be  legal  having  been  dis- 
cussed, we  must  now  consider  the  question  as  to  whom 
the  rights  and  liabilities  under  the  agreement  may  at 
once  extend  (Chap.  VIII)  and  to  whom  may  they  subse- 
quently pass  by  assignment  (Chap.  IX). 
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CHAPTER  Vm. 

THE  LIMITATIONS  TO  THE  OBLIGATION  AND  RIGHT. 

Section  346.  Two  Parties  Necessary. 

347.  The  Liability  of  one  not  a  Party. 

348.  Agreement  May  Impose  Duties  on  Third  Parties. 

349.  The  Rights  of  One  not  a  Party. 

350.  Exceptions. 

351.  Where  False  Representation  is  Made. 

352.  Where  Breach  of  Duty  Connected  with  Contract. 

353.  Promise  for  Special  Benefit  of  Third  Person. 

354.  Trust — Quasi-Contract — ^Near   Relationship — ^Agency. 

355.  Several,  Joint  and  Joint  and  Several  Promisors. 

356.  Several,  Joint  and  Joint  and  Several  Promisees. 

§346.     Tvx>  Parties  Necessary. 

Two  parties  are  essential  to  every  contract^  for  a 
man  cannot  sue  himself  or  enter  into  any  obligation  en- 
forceable by  law  with  himself  f  nor  can  the  same  person 
be  a  party  on  both  sides,  although  other  x>€rsons  be 
joined  with  him  on  the  one  side  or  the  other.^  One  of 
the  parties,  however,  may  not  be  in  existence  at  the  time, 
or  at  least  not  ascertained ;  as  in  the  case  of  an  offer  of 
a  reward,  which  may  be  accepted  by  any  one  performing 
the  services  required.*  But  a  promise  made  to  every- 
body is  not  a  promise  to  any  particular  person  and  is  too 
indefinite  as  a  rule  to  support  an  agreement.*^  No  act- 
ion can  be  maintained  upon  an  instrument  in  writing 
for  the  payment  of  money,  unless  the  instrument  shows 

1  Carson  v.  Clark,  1  Scam.  113, 25  Am.  sMoffatt  v.  Van  Millingren,  2  B.  &  C.  124, 

Dec.  79:  Gorham  v.  Meacham,  63   Vi.  281,  note;  DeTastet  v.  Shaw,  1  B.  &  Aid.  664; 

22  Atl.  Rep.  672.  Faulkner  v.  Lowe,  2  Ex.  595;  Eastman  v. 

«Taus8ijr   V.  Hart,  58   N.  Y.  425;  Collins  Wrigrht,  6  Pick.  816. 

▼.  Ttlton,  58  Ind.  874;  Whitehead  v.  Hel-  *Anie,  Chap.  I. 

len,  76  N.  C.  99.  scUrk  v.  R.  Co.,  81  Fed.  Rep.  282. 
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on  its  face  to  whom  it  is  payable.®  But  a  variance  or 
mistake  in  the  names  of  parties  to  a  contract,  whether 
individuals  or  corporations,  is  not  fatal  to  their  con- 
tracts, if  there  be  a  sufficient  description  of  the  parties, 
by  which  they  may  be  identified,"^  The  question  as  to 
who  are  the  parties  to  a  contract  is  one  for  the  jury.® 

§347.     The  Liability  of  One  Not  a  Party. 

» 
Contractural  obligation  being  the  result  of  a  volun- 
tary act,  one  cannot  be  bound  unless  his  own  act  has 
given  rise  to  it ;  therefore  one  is  not  bound  by  a  contract 
who  is  not  a  party  to  it*  In  a  recent  case,^  the  question 
arose  whether  A  by  paying  B's  debt  could  make  B  liable 
to  A  and  it  was  held  that  he  could  not,  the  court  saying : 

''One  man,  who  Is  under  no  obligation  to  pay  the  debt  of  another, 
cannot  without  his  request  officiously  pay  that  other's  debt,  and 
charge  him  with  it.  If  the  debtor  ratify  such  payment,  the  debt  is 
discharged,  and  he  becomes  liable  to  the  stranger  for  money  paid  to 
his  use.  If  he  refuse  to  ratify  it,  he  disclaims  the  payment,  and 
th9  debt  stands  unpaid  as  to  him.  In  the  one  case,  the  stranger 
would  at  law  sue  the  debtor  for  money  paid  for  his  use.  If  his  pay- 
ment Is  not  ratified,  he  may  go  into  equity  praying  that.  If  the 
debtor  ratify  It,  said  debtor  may  be  decreed  to  repay  him,  or.  If  the 
debtor  do  not  ratify  the  payment,  that  the  debt  be  treated  as  unpaid 
as  between  him  and  the  debtor,  and  that  It  be  enforced  In  his  favor 
as  an  equitable  assignee.  .  .  But  how  as  to  the  creditor. 
When  a  stranger  pays  him  the  debt  of  a  third  party  without  the  re- 
quest of  such  third  party,  as  in  this  case,  can  the  creditor  say  the 
debt  is  yet  unpaid,  and  enforce  It  against  the  debtor,  as  is  at- 
tempted to  be  done  here?  Can  he  accept  such  payment  and  say,  be- 
cause it  was  made  by  a  stranger,  it  is  no  payment?  Is  his  accept- 
ance not  an  estoppel  by  conduct  in  pais,  as  to  him." 


•Mayo  V.  Chenowlth,  1  III.  200.  Pac.  Rep.  692;  Dericluon  v.  Krause,  4  111. 

'Medway   Manfr.   Co.    v.    Adams,   10  App.  607;  New  England  Dredging  Co.  ▼. 

Mass.  860.  Rockporl  Granite  Co.,  149  Mass.  881, 21  N. 

a  Miliar  V    WftrH   A   WJ/.K    w*  •  RR    A«,  E.  Rcp.  947;  Bollcs  V.  CafU,  12  Minn.  113; 

•  Miller  V.  Ford,  4   Rich.  376,  65    Am.  Schuster  v.  R.  Co.,  60  Mo.  290. 

^^•^^'  «Crumlish  v.  Central  Imp.  Co..  88  W. 

iCravrford  v.  Brown,  21  Colo.  272,  40  Va.  890,  18  S.  E.  Rep.  466. 
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So  A  and  C  cannot  by  any  agreement  they  may  enter 
into  impose  a  liability  upon  B.^  In  an  English  case,^  B 
employed  A  to  transport  goods  from  London  to  Amster- 
dam. A  agreed  with  0  to  put  the  whole  conduct  of  the 
transport  into  his  hands;  he  did  the  work  and  sued  B 
for  his  expenses  and  commission.  It  was  held  that  B 
was  not  liable,  for 

"There  Is  no  pretence  that  the  defendant  ever  authorised  A  to 
employ  any  other  to  do  the  whole  under  them:  the  defendant  looked 
to  A  only  for  the  performance  of  the  work,  and  A  had  a  right  to 
look  to  the  defendants  for  payment,  and  no  one  eUe  had  that 
right:** 

§348.    Agreement  Ma/y  Impose  Duties  on  Third  Parties. 

But  though  a  contract  cannot  impose  the  burdens  of 
an  obligation  upon  one  who  was  not  a  party  to  it,  never- 
theless a  contract  does  impose  a  duty,  upon  persons  ex- 
traneous to  the  obligation,  not  to  interfere  with  its  due 
performance.  In  the  leading  case  of  Lumley  v.  Qye,^ 
the  plaintiff,  being  the  manager  of  an  opera  house,  en- 
gaged a  singer  to  perform  in  his  theater.  The  defendant 
induced  her  to  break  her  contract.  The  plaintiff  sued 
the  defendant  for  procuring  this  breach,  and  it  was  held 
that  without  deciding  that  an  action  would  lie  against 
one  who  procured  the  breach  of  any  kind  of  contract, 
such  an  action  would  lie  for  inducing  a  servant  to  quit 
the  service  of  his  master.  Subsequently  in  Bou^en  v. 
Hall^  the  case  was  not  limited  to  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant,  but  the  broad  principle  was  laid  down  that 
a  man  who  induces  one  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  to 

3 Peers  v.  Board  of  Education,  78  111.  menu  with  one  with  whom  he  has  con- 
508;  Baltzer  V.  R  Co..  116  U.  S.  684;  Fair-  tracted  to  deliver  property  on  his  con- 
cbild  V.  King,  102  Cal.,  820.  tract."    Rossman  v.  Townsend,  17  Wis. 

*Schmalingr  ▼.  Thomlinson,  6  Taunt.  «,  84  Am.  Dec.  783;  Boston  Ice  Co.  v.  Pot- 
147,  ter,  128  Mass.  28,  25  Am.  Rep.  9. 

»"A  man  cannot  be  made  debtor  to  any  i?  E.  &  B.  216. 

indefinite    number  with  whom  he  never  >6  O.  B.  Div.  389;  Temperton  ▼.  Russell, 

contracted,   by    their    making     arrange-        1  Q.  B.  715  (1893). 
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break  it,  intending  thereby  to  injure  the  other,  is  liable 
to  an  action.  The  decisions  in  the  United  States  are  not 
harmonious.  It  is  not  denied  in  our  courts  that  an  ac- 
tion will  lie  for  wrongfully  enticing  away  another^s  ser- 
vant or  apprentice.*     But  in  a  Maine  case,*  it  is  said : 


it 


'A  man  may  advise  another  to  break  a  contract,  if  ii  be  not  a 
contract  for  personal  services.  He  may  use  any  lawful  influences 
or  means  to  make  his  advice  prevail.  In  such  a  case  the  law  deems 
it  not  wise  or  practicable  to  inquire  Into  the  motive  that  Instigates 
the  advice.    His  conduct  may  be  morally  and  not  legally  wrong.' 


»f 


And  such  is  the  law  of  several  States.*^ 

On  the  other  hand  in  Massachusetts  it  is  said  that  the 
principle  of  Lumley  v.  Qye  applies  to  "all  contracts  of 
employment,  if  not  to  contracts  of  every  description  f^ 
and  in  North  Carolina  that  "the  same  reasons  cover 
every  case  where  one  person  maliciously  persuades 
another  to  break  any  contract  with  a  third  person.  It  is 
not  confined  to  contracts  of  service.""^ 


§349. .  The  Rights  of  One  Not  a  Party, 

One  cannot  acquire  rights  under  a  contract  to  which 
he  is  not  a  party.  The  reason  for  the  rule  requiring 
privity  of  contract  in  an  action  founded  on  a  contract 
is  that  the 


*tt 


'Object  of  parties  in  inserting  In  their  contracts  specific  under- 
takings, with  respect  to  the  work  to  be  done,  Is  to  create  an  obllga- 


sLawson  Rights.  Rem.  &  Pr.,  289; 
Woodward  v.  Washburn,  3  Denio,  869; 
Bixby  V.  Dunlap,  56  N.  H.  456,  2i  Am. 
Rep.  475;  Noice  v.  Brown,  39  N.  J.  (L.)  569; 
Ames  V.  Union  Railway  Co.  117  Mass. 
541;  HasKins  v.  Royster,  70  N.  C.  601,  16 
Am.  Rep.  780:  Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mast. 
555:  Jones  v.  Blocker,  48  Ga.  831;  Daniel  v. 
Swearinger,6  S.  C.  297,  24  Am.  Rep.  471; 
Huff  V.  Watkins,  15  S.  C.  82,  40  Am.  Rep. 
680;  Butterfield  v.  Ashley  2  Gray,  254; 
Carew  v.  Rutherford,  106  Mass.  1,  8  Am. 
Rep.  287;  Milburne  v.  Byrne,  1  Cranch 
C.  C.  239;  Haight  v.  Badgeley,  15  Barb. 
499. 

♦  Haywood  v.  Tillson,  76  Me.  100. 

s Chambers  v.  Baldwin,  91   Ky.  121, 15  S. 
W.  Rep.  57;  Boyson  v.  Thorn,  98  Cal.  578, 
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83  Pac.  Rep.  492;  Glencoe  Land  Co.  ▼. 
Hudson  Co.,  138  Mo.  439;  McCann  v. 
Wolff,  28  Mo.  (App.)  447. 

e  Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  555. 

7  Jones  V.  Stanley,  76  N.  C.  355,  and  see 
Dudley  v.  Bri|^gs,  141  Mass.  584;  Rice  v. 
Manley,  66  N.  Y.  82;  Benton  v.  Pratt,  2 
Wend.,  385*  Jones  v.  Blocker,  48  Ga.  321; 
Burger  v.  Carpenter,  2  S.  C  .  7;  Angle  v. 
R.  Co.  151  U.S.  1.  But  a  party  to  a  con- 
tract, who  is  injured  by  reason  of  the  fail> 
ure  of  the  other  party  to  comply  with  its 
terms,  cannot  recover  damages  for  the 
negligent  act  of  a  third  person,  by  which 
the  performance  of  the  contract  was  ren- 
dered impossible.  Byrd  v.  English,  117 
Ga.  191,  43  S.  E.  Rep.  419. 


CH.  VIII.]    LIMITATIONS  TO  OBLIGATION  &  BIGHT.         §  34^ 

tion  inter  esse.  These  engagements  and  undertakings  must  neces- 
sarily be  subject  to  modifications  and  waiver  by  the  contracting 
parties.  If  third  persons  can  acquire  a  right  in  a  contract,  in  the 
nature  of  a  duty  to  have  it  performed  as  contracted  for,  the  parties 
will  be  deprived  of  control  over  their  own  contracts."^ 

Therefore  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  can 
be  brought  only  by  one  who  was  a  party  to  the  contract.^ 
The  following  are  illustrations  of  the  principle : 

1.  A  agrees  to  build  a  wagon  for  B  but  he  builds  it  so  unskilfully 
that  when  it  is  used  by  C  to  whom  B  has  loaned  or  sold  it,  it  breaks 
down  and  C  is  injured.s  2.  A,  a  blacksmith,  negligently  shoes  B's 
horse.  C  hires  the  horse  from  B  and  is  injured  while  riding  it, 
through  the  defective  shoeing.*  3.  A,  an  attorney,  is  employed  by 
B,  who  is  about  to  purchase  a  piece  of  real  estate,  to  examine  the 
title.  B,  without  using  the  care  and  skill  which  he  is  bound  to  use, 
reports  that  the  title  is  good;  C  relying  on  his  report  purchases  the 
land,  but  the  title  turns  out  not  to  be  good  and  C  is  damaged.*  4. 
A,  a  water  company,  contracts  with  B,  a  city,  to  keep  at  all  times  a 
sufficient  supply  of  water  for  the  use  of  the  city  for  the  extinguish- 
ment of  fires.  It  fails  to  keep  its  contract  whereby  the  house  of  C 
is  burned,  there  being  no  supply  of  water.*  5.  A  employs  B  to  draw 
his  will  and  instructs  him  to  include  a  legacy  to  C.  B  by  neglect 
fails  to  include  C,  whereby  C  is  deprived  of  the  intended  legacy.7 
6.  A  builds  a  house  for  B  but  does  so  so  negligently  that  a  fioor 
gives  way  and  C,  a  guest  of  B,  is  injured."  7.  A  builds  a  bridge  for 
a  county  and  agrees  with  it  to  keep  it  in  repair  and  lighted.  A  fails 
to  light  it  and  C  is  injured.* 

In  none  of  these  cases  has  C  any  right  of  action  as  he 
was  not  a  party  to  the  broken  contract. 


iKahl  V.  Love,  87  N.  J.  (L.)  6. 

2  Williamson  v.  McGrath,  180  Mass.  66, 
61  N.  E.  Rep.  686;  Litchiield  v.  Garratt, 
10  Mich.  426:  Harris  v.  McKinley,  67  Minn. 
198.  68  N.  W.  Rep.  991;  Roddy  v.  R.  Co. 
104  Mo.  284;  16  S.  W.  Rep.  1113;  Heizer  v. 
Kinffsland  Co.  110  Mo.  66:  Johnson  v. 
Morfiran.  68  N.  Y.  494. 

aWinierbotlom  V.  Wright,  10  M.   &  W. 
100. 
^Thomas  v.  Winchester,  6  N.  Y.  877. 
s  National  Bk.  v.   Ward,  100  U.  S.  196. 

•  Ferris  v.  Carson  Water  Co.,  16  Neb.  44, 
40  Am.  Rep.  485;  Becker  v.  Keokuk  Water 
Co.,  79  la.  419;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tren- 
ton^Water  Co.,  48  Mo.  (App.)  118;  Contra. 
Paducah  Lumber  Co.  v.  Water  Co.,  89  Ky. 
840. 

7  Buckley  ▼.  Gray,  110  Cal.  839,  42  Pac. 
Rep.  900. 


«Curtin  v.  Somerset,  140  Pa.  St.  70,  the 
court  saying:  '*Tbe  consequences  of  hold- 
ing the  opposite  doctrine  would  be  far 
reaching.  If  a  contractor  who  erects  a 
house,  who  builds  a  bridge  or  performs 
any  other  work,  the  manufacturer  who 
constructs  a  boiler,  piece  of  machinery  or 
a  steamship,  owes  a  duty  to  the  whole 
world  that  his  work  or'hls  machine  or  his 
steamship  shall  contain  no  hidden  defect, 
it  is  difficult  to  measure  the  extent  of  his 
responsibility,  and  no  prudent  man  would 
engage  in  such  occupations  upon  such 
conditions.  It  is  safer  and  wiser  to  confine 
such  liabilities  to  the  parties  immediately 
concerned.'* 

•Styles  V.  Long  Co.,  57  Ail.  Rep.  448  (N. 
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§350.    Exceptions. 

To  the  general  rule  there  axe  the  following  exceptions 
(a)  Where  a  false  representation  is  mada  (b)  Where  a 
breach  of  duty  is  connected  with  the  contract,  (c) 
Where  a  promise  is  made  for  the  special  benefit  of  the 
third  person,  and  (d)  Where  it  is  a  question  of  trust, 
quasi-contract,  near  relationship  or  agency. 

§351.     Where  False  Representation  is  Made. 

(a)  Where  in  the  making  of  an  agreement  a  false 
representation  is  made  by  one  of  the  parties  it  is  not  an 
actionable  fraud  unless  it  appears  that  it  was  made  with 
the  intention  that  it  should  be  acted  upon  by  the  party 
injured.^  If  this  intention  is  present  however  it  is  not 
necessary  that  it  should  have  been  made  to  him.*  In 
Langridge  v.  Levy^  the  defendant  sold  a  gun  to  the 
father  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  himself  and  his  sons 
representing  that  the  gun  had  been  made  by  Nock  and 
was  "a  good,  safe,  and  secure  gun  -P  the  plaintiff  used 
the  gun ;  it  exploded,  and  so  injured  his  hand  that  am- 
putation became  necessary.  He  sued  the  defendant  for 
the  false  representation,  and  the  jury  found  that  the 
gun  was  unsafe,  was  not  made  by  Nock,  and  found  gen- 
erally for  the  plaintiff.    It  was  urged  that  the  defendant 


iAnte.SM6.\ 

«Rice  V.  Manlev,  06  N.  Y.  83;  Benton  v. 
Pratt,  8  Wend.  785;  Snow  v.  Judson,  88 
Barb.  210;  Bank  v.  Byers,  189  Mo.  0S3. 

3  8M.  &W.  519.  In  Carter  v.  Harden. 
78  Me.  528,  7  Atl.  Rep.  888,  the  defendant 
bad  sold  a  horse  to  the  plaintiff's  husband, 
representing  to  him  that  It  was  a  safe  and 
kind  horse.  While  the  husband  was  tak- 
ins^  the  plaintiff  for  a  drive  with  the  horse 
it  became  unmanageable  and  ran  away,  in- 
juring the  plaintiff.  She  brought  action 
against  the  defendant  on  the  false  repre- 
sentation, but  the  court  held  that  she  could 
not  recover  beoiuse  it  was  not  shown  that 
the  defendant  told  any  falsehood  with  the 
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intent  that  she  should  act  upon  it.  The 
court  distinguishes  the  case  at  bar  from 
the  English  Gun  Case,  on  the  ground  that 
in  the  latter  case  the  defendant  knew  that 
the  gun  was  to  be  used  by  the  sons  and 
made  the  false  representations,  expecting 
the  son  as  well  as  the  father  to  rely  upon 
them.  "In  the  case  at  bar  we  do  not  nnd 
from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  un- 
derstood that  the  horse  was  being  pur- 
chased for  the  wife  or  for  her  use,  or  that 
he  expected  the  wife  to  rely  upon  any  rep- 
resentations of  his.  The  nusband  was  in 
the  business  of  peddling  sewing  machines, 
and  the  defendfant  understood  the  horse 
was  wanted  for  use  in  that  business." 


€H.  VIII.]    LIMITATIONS  TO  OBLIGATION  &  EIGHT.         §  352 

ijould  not  be  liable  to  the  plaintiflE  for  a  representation 
not  made  to  him ;  but  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  gun  was  sold  to  the  father  to  be  used  by 
his  sons,  and  the  false  representation  made  in  order  to 
effect  the  sale  and  as 

"There  was  fraud  and  damage,  the  result  of  that  fraud,  not  from 
an  act  remote  and  consequential,  but  one  contemplated  by  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  as  one  of  Its  results,  the  party  guilty  of  the 
fraud  is  responsible  to  the  party  Injured/' 

So  as  to  representations  made  to  commercial 
agencies  by  business  men  regarding  their  financial  re- 
sponsibility. Where  such  representations  are  made 
falsely  with  the  design  of  procuring  large  credit  and  de- 
frauding persons  acting  in  reliance  on  them,  an  action 
of  deceit  will  lie.* 

§352.     Where  Breach  of  Duty  Connected  With 

Contract. 

(b)  Where  one  is  charged  simply  with  a  breach  of 
contract  he  is  liable  only  to  the  party  or  parties  with 
whom  he  has  contracted,  but  if  he  is  charged  with  a 
breach  of  duty  he  is  not  protected  because  he  has  made  a 
contract  with  another  in  respect  to  the  same  thing.^ 
Therefore  if  a  person  sells  an  article  which  he  knows 
will  do  damage  to  others  and  conceals  that  fact  he  will 
be  liahle  to  third  persons  who  are  injured  thereby* ;  and 
the  same  result  follows  where  one  erects  and  maintains 
a  structure  on  another's  land  with  his  consent  and 
knowingly  allows  it  to  remain  in  a  dangerous  condi- 
tion.®   TVTiere  however  the  seller  cannot  be  proved  to 

« Eaton  ▼.  Avery,  83  N.  Y.  31;   Geneasee  WelliDgiouY  Oil  Co.,  104  Mass.  64;  State  v. 

County  Savings  Bank  v.  Mich.  Barge  Co.  Pox,  79  Md.  514, 29  Atl.  Rep.  001;  Lewis  v. 

A3  Mich.  164:  Gainsville  Bk.  v.  Bamberger,  Terry,  111  Cal.  89, 48  Pac.  Rep.  898:   Schu- 

77  Tex.  48.  bert  v.  Clark,  49  Minn.  881, 51  N.  w.  Rep. 

iSmith,  Neg.  p.  10.  ^^^• 

«  Helxer  v.  KingsUnd  Co.  110   Mo.   65;       w!^RlS?f  WoTmo!)'  ^'*'*'*        ^°'*   ^  ^' 
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have  known  of  the  defect  but  has  been  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  its  manufacture  or  in  its  inspection,  he  is  liable 
only  to  the  person  to  whom  he  sold  it  and  to  whom  only 
he  impliedly  promised  that  it  was  free  from  defects^ — 
unless  the  thing  is  in  its  very  nature  eminently  danger- 
ous to  life  or  limb.  The  decisions  are  not  very  clear  as 
to  w^hat  classes  of  chattels  come  within  this  description. 
It  has  been  laid  down  that  a  steam  threshing  machine,^  *a 
steam  boiler;^  a  drop  press ;^  a  lamp;®  a  sidesaddle,®  a 
freight  elevator^^  or  a  fly  wheel  in  a  mill  is  not  emi- 
nently dangerous,  within  this  rule,  the  court  in  the  last 
case  saying: 

"Poison  Is  a  dangerous  subject.  Gunpowder  is  the  same.  A  tor- 
pedo is  a  dangerous  instrument,  as  is  a  spring  gun,  a  loaded  rifle  or 
the  like.  They  are  instruments  and  articles  in  their  nature  calcu- 
lated to  do  injury  to  mankind,  and  generally  intended  to  accom- 
plish that  purpose.  They  are  essentially,  and  in  their  elements,  in- 
struments of  danger,  not  so,  however,  an  iron  wheel,  a  few  feet 
in  diameter  and  a  few  inches  in  thickness,  although  one  part  may 
be  weaker  than  another.  If  the  article  is  abil^ed  by  too  long  use 
or  by  applying  too  much  weight  or  speed,  an  injury  may  occur  as 
it  may  from  an  ordinary  carriage  wheel,  a  wagon  axle  or  the  com- 
mon chair  in  which  we  sit.  There  is  scarcely  an  object  in  art  or 
nature  from  which  an  injury  may  not  occur  under  such  circum- 
stances. Yet  they  are  not  in  their  nature  sources  of  danger  nor  can 
they  with  any  regard  to  the  accurate  use  of  language  be  called 
dangerous  instruments.  That  an  injury  actually  occurred  by  the 
breaking  of  a  carriage  axle,  the  failure  of  the  carriage  body,  the 
falling  to  pieces  of  a  chair  or  sofa  or  the  bursting  of  a  fly  wheel 
does  not  in  the  least  alter  its  character.""^ 


^Hcizerv.  Kingsland  Co.,  110  Mo.  65. 
And  illustrations  in  §  849  Ante.  In  a  lead- 
ing^ Englif^b  case,  Heaven  v.  Pender,  11  Q. 
B.  Div.  503.  Brett,  M.  R.  formulated  a 
a  general  rule  to  the  effect  that  where  ma- 
chinery or  goods  are  supplied  to  be  used 
immeaiately  by  a  particular  person  or  per- 
sons, or  one  of  a  class  of  persons,  the  duty 
arises  to  see  that  they  are  not  defective  or 
likely  to  do  injury  to  those  persons;  but  it 
is  otherwise  where  the  machinery  or  goods 
are  supplied  under  circumstances  in  which 
it  would  be  a  chance  by  whom  they  would 
be  used.  This  suggestion,  however,  has 
received  no  judicial  support  in  this  country. 
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sHeizer  v.  Kingsland  Co.,  110  Mo.  65. 

« Loose  V.  Clute,  51  N.  Y.  494. 

'McCaffray  v.  Mossbcrg.Co.,  28  R.I.  381, 
60  Atl.  Rep.  651. 

^Longmead  v.  Holladay,  6  Ex.  761;  Col- 
lins v.  Selden,  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  495. 

oBragdoDV.   Perkins  Co.,  87  Fed.  Rep. 
100. 

loNechcr  v.  Harvey,  49  Mich.  617,  14  N. 
W.  Rep.  503. 

1 1  Loop  v.  Litchfield,  42  N.  Y.  351, 1  Am. 
Rep.  548. 
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But  poisonous  drugs  are.  In  Thomas  v.  Winchester, '^^ 
the  defendant  by  his  agent  put  up  a  jar  of  belladonna,  a 
deadly  poison,  and  n^ligently  labelled  it  "dandelion," 
a  harmless  medicine.  He  sold  the  jar  thus  labelled  to 
one  druggist,  who  sold  it  to  another.  The  plaintifPs 
wife  being  ill  her  physician  prescribed  dandelion,  and 
the  prescription  was  filled  by  the  last-named  druggist 
from  the  jar,  and  administered  to  her,  by  which  she  was 
injured.  The  defendant  was  held  liable.  So  are  illu- 
minating oils,^®  provisions  supplied  by  a  caterer  at  an 
entertainment^*  and  a  high  scaflfold.^*^ 

§353.    Promise  for  Special  Benefit  of  Third  Person. 

(c)  Where  a  person  makes  an  agreement  for  the 
special  benefit  of  a  third  person,  the  beneficiary  may 
sue  upon  it.  This  is  not  the  English  rule — because  the 
courts  of  that  country  still  adhere  to  the  necessity  of 
privity  of  contract^  but  it  is  the  rule  in  the  Federal 
<;ourts  and  in  most  of  the  states,  sometimes  by  judicial 
decision  and  sometimes  by  virtue  of  the  statutory  provis- 
ions existing  in  the  code  states  that  an  action  shall  be 
prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest.^ 
And  in  some  of  the  states  in  addition  to  the  direct  bene- 
fit, it  is  also  required  that  the  performance  of  the  agree- 


i>6N.  T.  897:  Norton  v.  SewaU,  106 
Mass.  148:  Stevens  v.  Ludlow,  46  Minn.  160; 
Blood  Balm  Co.  ▼.  Cooper.  88  Ga.  467,  10 
S.  E.  Rep.  118;  Peters  v.  Johnson,  fiO  W. 
Va.  644,415.  E.  Rep.  100. 

isBIkinsv.  McKean,  70  Pa.  St.  498: 
Wellinifton  v.  Oil  Co.,  104  Mass.  64.  Con- 
tra,  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Murray,  110  Fed. 
Rep.  672. 

i4Bi8hopv.  Weber,  189  Mass.  411,  63 
Am.  Rep.  716,1  N.  B.  Rep.  164. 

>  s  Devlin  v.  Smith,  80  N.  Y.  470:  Couffh- 
try  V.  Globe  Woolen  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  887,  16 
Am.  Rep.  887. 

1  Price  V.  Easton,  4  B.  &  Ad.488,  and  it  is 
not  the  rule  in  a  few  states. Exchange  Bank 
V.  Rice,  107  Mass.  37,  Marston  v.  Btgrdow, 


150  Mass.  46*  Borden  v.  Boardman,  167 
Mass.  410,  LInneman  v.  Moross,  96  Mich. 
178. 

>  Hendrick  v.  Lindsey,  98  U.  S.  148; 
Lawrence  v.  Fox,  90  N.  Y.  968;  Vrooman 
V.  Turner,  69  N.  Y.  280:  Mason  v.  Hall, 
80  Ala.  601;  Treat  v.  Stanton,  14  Conn. 
454;  Mor^n  v.  Overman  Co.,  87  Cal.  68?: 
Grant  v.  Diebold  Safe  Co.,  97  Wis.  72; 
Tweddale  v.  Tweddale,  98  N.  W.  Rep.  440 
(Wis.);  Jones  v.Thomas,  21  Gratt.  101:  Kim- 
ball V.  Noyes,  17  Wis.  096;  Bellas  v.  Fagely, 
19  Pa.  St.  276;  Bristow  v.  Lane.  21  111.  194; 
Bohanan  v.  Pope,  42  Me.  96;  Flint  v. 
Cadenasao,  64  Cal.  88:  Benge  v.  Hyatt,  88 
Ky.  666:  Dearborn  v.  Parks,  6  Me.  81, 17 
Am.  Dec.  206:  Hind  v.  Holdahip,  2  Watts, 
104,  26  Am.  Dec.  107:  Porter  v.  R.  Co.  97 
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ment  shall  be  in  discharge  of  a  legal  obligation  of  the 
promisee  to  the  party  suing.* 

But  if  the  benefit  is  only  incidental  the  third  party  i& 
not  permitted  to  sue.* 

§354,     Trust — Quasi-contract  —  If  ear    Relationship  — 

Agency. 

(d)  If  A's  promise  to  B  amounts  to  a  trust  in  favor 
of  0,  C  can  sue  on  it  by  virtue  of  the  fiduciary  relation 
which  such  a  promise  creates.  Thus  if  a  person  conv^s 
property  to  another  directing  that  it  shall  be  held  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person,  not  a  party  to  the  transr 
action,  the  latter  may  enforce  the  trust  in  a  court  of 
equity.^ 

Where  the  defendant  has  in  his  hands  money  which,, 
in  equity  and  good  conscience,  belongs  to  the  plaintifF,. 
it  is  no  objection  that  there  is  want  of  privity  between 
the  parties  to  the  action,  or  that  the  consideration  did 
not  move  from  the  plaintiff.  The  law  creates  both  the 
privity  and  the  promise.^ 

A  near  relationship  between  the  promisee  and  the  per- 
son who  is  to  take  a  benefit  under  the  contract  is  held  in 
,  a  few  cases  to  give  the  latter  a  right  of  action.* 

A  may  represent  B,  in  virtue  of  a  contract  of  employ- 
ment subsisting  between  them,  so  as  to  become  his 


N.  C.  46,  3  S.  B.  Rep.  874;  Brown  ▼. 
O'BricD,  1  Rich.  268,  44  Am.  Dec.  264; 
Macbias  Hotel  Co.  v.  Coyle,  86  Me.  406, 
58  Am.  Dec.  718:  West  v.  Tel.  Co.,  89  Kan. 
96, 7  Am.  St  Rep.  680;  Lehow  v.  Simon- 
ton,  8  Colo.  846;  Stevens  v.  Flannagan,  l8l, 
Ind.  128,  Stim.  Am.  St.  Law.  §{  4117,  4188; 
Ellb  V.  Harrison,  104,  Mo.  870. 

a  Lawrence  v  Fox,  SO  N.  Y.  ^68;  Jeffer- 
son ▼.  Asch,  68  Minn.  446;  Barnes  v.  Ips. 
Co.,  66  Minn.  88,  67  N.  W.  Rep.  314;  Cole- 
man  t.  Whitney,  62  Vt.  18a,  80  Atl.  Rep. 


4  Crandall  v.  Payne,  164  111.  627-  89  N. 
B.  Rep.  601;  Buckley  v.  Gray,  110  Cal.  889; 
42Pac.  Rep.  900;  Washburn  v.  Investment 
Co..  86  Oregr.  486,  88  Pac.  Rep.  880;  Burton 
V.    Larkin,    86  Kan.,  846;    Howsmon   v. 
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Trenton  Water  Co.,  119  Mo.  804;  National 
Bank  v.  Grand  Lod«re,  98  U.  S.,  188. 

1  Railroad  Co.  v.  Durant,  96  U.  S.  676; 
Allen  V.  Withrow,  110  U.  S.  119:  Preacher's 
Aid  Soc.  V.  Enfirland,  106  III.  186. 

«  Mellen  v.  Whipple,  1  Gray,  882;  Taylor 
V.  Taylor,  SO  111.  660;  Hosford  v.  Kanouse, 
46  Mich.  620;  Exchange  Bk.  v.  Rice,  107 
Masa.  87  Ante,  chap.  II. 

s  Bourne  ▼.  Mason,  1  Vent.  6  But  see 
Tweddle  v.  Atkinson.  1  B.  ft  S.  898;  Felton 
V.  Dickinson,  10  Mass.  287:  Mellen  v. 
Whipple,  1  Gray,  828.  But  see  Maston  v. 
Bigelow,  160  Mass.  46;  »  N.  E.  Rep.  71. 
Buchanan  v.  Tilden,  168  N.  Y.  109.  62  N. 
E.  Rep.  724;  Lawrence  v.  Offlesby,  178  IIU 
128,  62  N.  E.  Rep.  946. 
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mouth-piece  or  medium  of  communication  with  0,  and 
give  both  B  and  C  rights  as  against  each  other.  This 
employment  constitutes  agency  and  has  been  already 
treated.* 

§355.    Several,  Joint  and  Joint  a/nd  Several  Promisors. 

Promises  made  by  more  than  one  person  may  be  (1) 
several  or  (2)  joint  or  (3)  joint  and  several  and 
whether  a  contract  is  several,  joint  or  joint  and  several 
is  a  question  of  construction,  to  find  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  If  the  intent  can  be  ascertained  from  the  lan- 
guage of  the  agreement,  it  will  be  given  effect  to,  but  if 
this  is  not  clear  then  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
and  the  nature  of  the  interests  of  the  parties  will  be 
looked  to.^ 

Two  or  more  persons  may  bind  themselves  severally 
for  the  same  matter,  so  that  the  promisee  is  entitled  to 
claim  the  performance  against  each  of  them  separ- 
ately.* When  a  several  promise  is  made  by  two  or  more 
in  one  instrument,  it  is  the  same  as  though  each  had  exe- 
cuted separate  instruments,^  and  although  they  concern 
the  same  subject-matter,  each  promisor  is  liable  only  for 
his  several  promise,  and  cannot  be  held  for  the  others.* 
The  case  of  a  subscription  paper  to  a  common  object 
where  a  number  of  persons  promise  to  pay  the  sum  oppo- 
site his  name  is  a  good  illustration  of  a  several  promise^ 
as  here  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold  that  each  subscriber 
intended  to  be  liable  for  any  subscription  except  his 


«  Ante.  Chap.  V. 

1  ''The  rule  is,  that  a  covenant  will  be 
construed  to  be  joint  or  several  accoid- 
\ng  to  the  interest  of  the  parties  appearing 
upon  the  face  of  the  deed,  if  the  words  are 
capable  of  that  construction;  not  that  it 
will  be  construed  to  be  several  by  reason 
of  several  interests,  if  it  be  expressly 
joint."  Parke  B.  in  Sorsbie  v.  Park,  12 
M.  &  W.  146,  18    L.  J.  (Ex.)  0. 

2  Lurton  v.   Gilliam,  2  111.  577,  38  Am. 


Dec.  480;  Fnselier  v.  Lacour,  8  La.  Ann. 
162;  Moflett  v.  Bowman,  6  Gratt.  (VaO  210; 
Payne  v.  Jelleff,  67  Wis.  246, 80  N.  W.  686: 
Costigan  v.  Lunt,  104  Mass.  217,  Leake 
Contr.  464. 

3  Evans  v.  Sanders,  10  B.  Mon. 
SOI;  Colt  V.  Learned,  118  Mass.  880;  Costi- 
gan  V.  Lunt.  104  Mass.  217;  Northumber- 
land V.  Errington,  6  T.  R.  582,  Leake 
Cont.  871. 

4  Fisker  v.  Spang,  48  111.  (App.) 
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own.^  In  Beck  v.  Pounds,^  a  number  of  persons  signed 
a  paper  reading  "We  the  subscribers  agree  to  pay  A. 
B.,  teacher,  |16.50  per  scholar  at  the  ^5)iration  of  the 
term"  followed  by  the  number  of  scholars  entered  by 
each.    Said  the  court : 

"That  each  employer  designed  to  obligate  himself  to  pay  for  the 
tuition  of  every  other  patron's  pupils  no  one  for  a  moment  can  be- 
lieve. Such  a  conclusion  would  do  violence  to  common  sense  as 
well  as  the  common  understanding  of  the  country.  Are  they  thus 
technically  bound  upon  this  paper?    We  think  not" 

A  suit  brought  against  one  of  the  several  promisors 
on  his  promise  is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  against 
another,  and  suit  may  be  brought  against  each  promisor 
at  the  option  of  the  promisee.''  And  the  doctrine  of  sur- 
vivorship which  we  shall  presently  see  is  an  incident  of 
joint  promises  does  not  apply  to  several  promises,®  for 
on  the  death  of  one  several  promisor*  the  liability  on  his 
promise  descends  to  his  heir  or  executor. 

2.  Two  or  more  persons  may  bind  themselves  jointly 
so  that  each  becomes  liable  for  the  full  performance  of 
the  joint  promise  and  where  several  persons  join  in  one 
instrument  their  promises  are  presumed  to  be  joint.^° 
The  use  of  such  words  as  "we  promise''  "we  agree"  or 
^*we  undertake,"  imply  a  joint  promise^^   except  as  we 


s  Mobs  ▼.  Wilson,  40  Gal.  159;  Harlan  v. 
Berry,  4  Greene  (Iowa)  212;  Ward  v.  Tohn- 
soB,  13  Mass.  148;  Duff  v.Maguire«  09  Mass. 
300;  O'Conner  v.  Cooper,  102,  Cal.  588; 
Combs  V.  Steele,  dO  111  101;  Davis  v.  Barber, 
51  Fed.  Rep.  148;  Davis  v.  Hendrix,  09 
Mo.  (App.)  444. 

•  20  Ga.  36;  Mc Arthur  v.  Bo'ard,  08  N. 
W.  Rep.  680  (la.) 

■»  Harlan  ▼.  Berry,  4  Greene  riowa)  212; 
Ward  ▼.  Johnson,  18  Mass.  148. 

8  Carthrae  v.  Brown,  3  Leigh  (Va.)  08, 
123  Am.  Dec  265;  Enys  v.  Donnithorne,  2 
Burr.  1190. 

s  Howe  V.  Handley,  26  Me.  116;  Ludlow 
V.  McCrea,  1  Wend.  N.  Y.  228;  McCrcady 
V.  Freedly,  8  Rawle  251;  Collins  v. 
Prosser,  1  B.  &  C.  682, 3  D.  &  R.  112,  Leake 
Contr.  371. 
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10  Boswell  V.  Morton,  20  Ala.  285;  Brady 
V.  Reynolds,  13  Cal.  81;  Eller  v.  Lucy,  W 
Ind.  486,  86  N.  E.  Rep.  1088;  Alpaugh  v. 
Wood,  53  N.  J.  L.  638,  23  Atl.  261;  Slage  v. 
Olds,  12  Ohio  158;  Lincoln  v.  Crandell,  21 
Wend.  101;Rowland  v.  Phalen,  1  Bosw.  43, 
Eichbaum  v.  Irons,  6  Watts  &  S.  67;  40  Am. 
Dec.  546:  Presbyterian  Church  v.  Manson, 
4  Rand.  197;  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ins.  Co.,  60  Conn. 
333;  Ripley  v.  Crooker,  47  Me.  370,  74  Am. 
Dec.  491;  Philadelphia  v.  Reeves,  48  Pa. 
St.  472:  Elliott  v.  Bell,  37  W.  Va,  834, 17 
S.  E.  Rep.  399;  White  v.  Tyndall,  13  App. 
Cas.  268.  By  statute  in  a  number  of  states 
joint  contracts  or  contracts  which  would 
have  been  joint  by  the  common  law  are 
declared  to  be  joint  and  several. 

1 1  McCullis  V.  Thurston,  27  Vt.  596; 
New  Haven  etc.,  Co.  v.Hayden,  119  Mass. 
381;  Jennegan,  etc.,  Co.  v.wimberly,  1  Ga. 
220;  Barritt  v.  Juday,  38   Ind.  86. 
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have  seen  when  the  parties  are  promising  distinct  and 
several  things  as  in  the  case  of  a  subscription  paper.^^ 

Where  the  promise  is  joint  each  promisor  is  liable  to 
the  promisee  for  the  whole  debt  or  liability  and  none  are 
bound  separately.^ ^  Hence  all  must  be  joined  in  the 
suit  on  the  debt"  But  if  one  only  or  in  the  case  of 
more  than  two  promisors  less  than  all  are  sued  and  the 
defendants  do  not  object  .and  judgment  is  obtained 
against  less  than  all,  this  is  a  discharge  of  the  others,^* 
the  reason  for  this  being  that  on  a  joint  promise  there  is 
only  one  cause  of  action.^® 

"There  is  In  the  cases  of  Joint  contract  and  Joint  debt,  as  distin- 
guished from  the  cases  of  Joint  and  several  contract  and  Joint  and 
several  debt,  only  one  cause  of  action.  The  party  injured  may 
sue  at  law  all  the  Joint  contractors,  or  he  may  sue  one,  subject  In 
the  latter  case  to  the  right  of  the  single  defendant  to  plead  in 
abatement;  but  whether  an  action  in  the  case  of  a  Joint  debt  is 
brought  against  one  debtor  or  against  all  the  debtors,  or  continued 
against  one  debtor  or  against  all  the  debtors,  it  is  for  the  same 
cause  of  actionr— ^/iere  is  only  one  cause  of  action.  If  we  grasp  this 
we  shall  be  able  to  answer,  not  all,  perhaps,  but  many  of  the  diffi- 
cult questions  which  arise  on  this  branch  of  the  law;  we  shall  see, 
for  instance,  why  a  Judgment  against  one  of  two  or  more  Joint 
debtors  is  a  bar  to  an  action  against  the  other  or  others,  as  it  is. 
There  is  but  one  cause  of  action  on  the  Joint  debt,  and  that  is 
merged  in  the  Judgment.  Also  why  a  release  of  one  of  two  Joint 
debtors  releases  the  other,  as  is  also  the  case/'^^ 

But  the  causes  of  action  and  the  parties  must  be  the 
same.     In  a  recent  English  case,  E  and  F  jointly  guar- 


12  Davis  ▼.  Barber,  51  Fed.  Rep.  148; 
Davis  V.  Hendrix,  50  Mo.  (App.)  444. 

13  Streicham  v.  Fehlelsen,  xxa  la.  6x9, 
84  N.  W.  Rep.  7x5;  Allin  v.  Shadburne,  1 
Dana  6^,  2S  Am.  Dec.  121:  Field  v.  Runk, 
2  N.  J.  L.  526;  Slocixm  v.  Fairchild.  7  Hill, 
898;  Ripley  v.  Crooker,  47  Me.  870,  74  Am. 
Dec.  491;  Clark  v.  Rawson,  8  Denio,  135; 
Bichbaum  v.  Irons,  6  W.  &  S.  87,  40  Am. 
Dec.  540;  O'Brien  v.  Bound,  2  Speer,  490. 
48  Am.  Dec.  884;  Meyer  v.  Bates,  164 
Miss.  467.  41  N.  B.  Rep.  688:  Dumanoise  v. 
Townsend,  80  Mich.  802, 45  N.  W.  Rep. 
179;Alpaughv.  Wood,  58  N.  J.  L.  688, 83 
Atl.  Rep.  861. 

14  Page  V.  Brant,  18  111.  87;  Bller  v. 
Lacy,  187  Ind.  486,   86  N.  B.  Rep.  1088: 


Riplev  V.  Crooker,  47  Me.  870,  74  Am.  Dec. 
491;  Van  Leyen  v.  Wreford,  81  Mich.  606, 
45  N.  W.  Rep.  1116;  Smith  v.  Miller,  49  N. 
J.  L.  581  13  Atl.  Rep.  89;  Clements  v.  Mil- 
ler, 100  N.  W.  Rep.  289  (N.  D.);  O'Brien; 
v.  Bound,  8  Speers,  495,  48  Am.  Dec.  884, 
Walker  v.  Windsor  Nat.  Bank,  56  Fed.  76; 
Lodge  v.  Dicas,  8  B.  ft  Aid.  611.  By  stat- 
ute in  some  states  the  action  may  be  brought 
against  all  or  any  of  the  joint  promisors. 

1  s Mason  v.  Bldred,  6  Wall.  831;  King  v. 
Hoare,18M.  &W.494. 

i«King  V.  Hoare,  18  M.  &  W.  494; 
Beckett  v.  Ramsdale,  81  Ch.Div.  177. 

17  Griffith,  Joint  Righu  and  Liabilities 
88.  See  post  as  to  release  of  joint 
debtors. 
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anteed  to  plaintiff  the  payment  of  rent.  The  rent  not 
being  paid^  the  plaintiff  took  a  check  from  F  which  was 
dishonored.  The  plaintiff  then  sued  F  on  the  check  and 
recovered  judgment.  But  the  judgment  not  being  paid 
he  sued  E  on  the  guarantee,  and  it  was  held  that  he 
could  recover;  the  court  saying: 

"A  judgment  on  the  Joint  cause  of  action  against  the  Joint  con- 
tractors is  a  totally  different  thing  from  a  Judgment  on  a  several 
cause  of  action  that  exists  against  one  of  them  only.  There  was 
a  separate  cause  of  action  against  F  on  the  check  which  is  entirely 
distinct  from  the  Joint  cause  of  action  against  the  two  guarantors. 
In  order  that  the  doctrine  of  merger  may  apply  the  cause  of  action 
must  be  the  same  in  each  case,  i.  e.,  not  only  must  they  be  con- 
cerned with  the  same  subject-matter  but  the  parties  to  them  must 
be  the  same."*» 

At  common  law  upon  the  death  of  one  joint  promisor 
the  liability  on  the  contract  devolved  on  the  survivor  or 
survivors  and  he  and  his  estate  were  discharged.**  But 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  Lord  Hardwicke,  Chancellor,  re- 
fused to  follow  this  rule.    Said  he : 

"There  was  a  case  which,  I  determined  in  this  court,  where  there 
were  two  persons  Jointly  bound  in  a  bond;  one  of  the  obligors  died, 
and,  to  be  stlre,  at  law  it  might  have  been  put  in  suit  against  the 
survivor;  but  <w  I  thought  it  extremely  hard,  I  decreed  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  co-obligor  should  be  charged  pari  passu  with  the 
surviving  obligor  in  payment  of  the  bond."* 

It  cannot  be  said  however  that  a  joint  contract  will  al- 
ways be  treated  in  equity  as  a  joint  and  several  one — 
this  will  be  done  only  when  there  is  some  equitable  rea- 
son for  so  treating  it.^^     For  example  where  money  is 


18  Wegfir  Prosser  v.  Evans,  1  Q.  B.  Div. 
116,  (1895.) 

i»  Towers  v.  Moore,  2  Vcrn.  96:  Bundy 
V.  Williams,  1  Root  548;  Moore  v.  Rogers, 
19  111.  347:  Brown  v.  Benight,  8  Blackf.  39, 
23  Am.  Dec.  873;  Clark  v.  Parish.  1  Bibb 
647;  New  Haven,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Hayden,  119 
Mass.  861;  Gere  v.  Clarke,  6  Hill  850;  Bur- 

foyne  v.  Ohio  L.  Ins..  etc.,  Co.,  6  Ohio 
t.  686;  Hoskinson  v.  Eliot,  62  Pa.  St.  898; 
Ayer  v.  Wilson,  2  Mill  819,  12  Am  Dec. 
677;AtwelI  v.  Milton,  4  Hen.  &  M.  368; 
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Murphey  v.  Weil,  92  Wis.  467,  66  N.  W. 
Rep.  632;  U.  S.  v.  Cushman,  3  Sumn.  426. 
By  statute,  in  a  number  of  states,  in  case 
ot  the  death  of  one  or  more  joint  prom- 
isors, the  joint  debt  survives  against  the 
heirs  or  administrators  as  well  as  against 
the  others. 

2  0  Primrose  v.  Bromley,  1  Alk.  88. 

2 1  Harriman  Contr.  189,  U.  S.  v.  Price,  9 
How.  83:  Richardson  v.  Horton,  6  Beav. 
186. 
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loaned  to  two  who  give  a  joint  obligation  for  its  repay- 
ment, equity  will  enforce  the  obligation  against  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  deceased  obligor  on  the  ground  that 
"the  lending  to  both  creates  a  moral  obligation  in  both 
to  pay,  and  that  the  reasonable  presumption  is  the  par- 
ties intended  their  contract  to  be  joint  and  several,  but, 
through  fraud,  ignorance,  mistake  or  want  of  skill,  failed 
to  accomplish  their  object."^^ 

"The  principle  upon  which  this  rule  of  equity  was  founded  In  the 
first  Instance  may  not  perhaps  be  satisfactory.  From  expressions 
of  Lord  Thurlow"  and  Lord  Eldon,  one  may  gather  that  such  a 
doctrine  would  not  have  originated  with  them.  VThere  parties 
think  proper  to  enter  into  a  Joint  instead  of  a  joint  and  several 
contract,  one  is  surprised  that  courts  of  equity  have  not  left  that  to 
its  fate  as  a  joint  contract,  and  allowed  the  contractor  who  has  had 
to  pay  to  seek  his  remedy  in  his  right  of  contribution  against  the 
estate  of  the  deceased  contractor.  The  want  of  any  sound  basis  for 
this  rule  led  the  judges  to  refer  it  to  the  nearest  known  principle 
which  was  available,  namely,  to  the  doctrine  of  mistake."** 

3.  In  the  case  of  a  joint  contract,  as  we  have  seen, 
there  is  but  one  cause  of  action  while  a  joint  and  several 
contract  though  it  is  written  on  the  same  paper,  com- 
prises the  joint  promise  of  all  the  promisors  and  the 
several  promises  of  each  of  them ;  therefore  in  a  joint  and 
several  contract  there  is  one  more  promise  than  there 
are  promisors.^*^  "We  bind  ourselves  and  each  of  us"  ex- 
presses clearly  a  joint  and  several  obligation.^®  As  the 
joint  and  several  obligation  gives  not  one  but  many 
causes  of  action  to  the  promisee  it  follows  that  though  he 
may  have  obtained  judgment  against  one,  yet  he  may  sue 

2  2  Pickcrsgill  v.  Lahens,  15  Wall.  140.  Stone,  7  Mass.  .58,  6  Am.  Dec.  27;  Klapp  v. 

»3  Hoare  v.  Cowtendn,  1  Brown  27;  ex        Kleckner.  »  Watw  &  S.  519;  US.  v.  Cush- 

parte  Kendall,  17  Vesey.  514.  J^ik  3  Sumn.  426;  K-ng  v.  Hoare,  18  M. 

»4Griffith,  Joint    Rights  &  Uabilitiea49.  ,„^  I^'      r    .  ,  on.     ^-i  o  a«.  n.^ 

.._          '       __      .          o«  ,,,    «.  >^  2 «Carter  V.Carter,  2 Day. 444,2  Am.  Dec. 

2 s  People  V.  Harrison,  82  111.  84;  Cum-  nS;  sec   Gwinn  v.  McDaniel,  6  Tex.  Civ. 

minpj    V.  People,  60  111.  132;  Turner   v.  ^pp.  112,  23  S.   W.  Rep.    860;  Davis  v. 

Whitmore,  63  Me.  526;    Hemmenway  v.  Shafer  69  Fed.  Rep.  764. 
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the  other  or  others  until  he  gets  satisfaction.^^ 
release  of  one  releases  the  others. 


But  a 


"It  might  be  argued  with  force  that  a  release  of  one  intended  to 
release  only  the  several  liability  of  that  one  and  not  the  joint  liabil- 
ity under  which  he  with  others  lay.  It  is  conceived  that  this  re- 
sult might  .be  attained  by  a  proper  form  of  words,  but  if  a  debtor 
being  liable  severally  and  also  jointly  with  others  is  released  Hmr 
pliciter  it  is  presumed  that  his  whole  liability,  joint  as  well  as 
several,  is  intended  to  be  released,  and  we  have  seen  that  if  one 
joint  debtor  is  released,  the  other  joint  debtors  are  released  also. 
But  where  parties  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  the  several  lia- 
bility may  by  a  proper  form  of  words  be  preserved,  though  the  joint 
liability  is  released."" 

^356.    Several^  Joint  and  Joint  and  Several  Promisees. 

Different  rules  of  law  govern  promisees  from  those 
which  govern  promisora  An  obligation  as  we  have  seen 
may  be  undertaken  by  two  or  more  persons  severally,  or 
jointly  or  jointly  and  severally.  But  while  a  right  may 
belong  to  two  or  more  severally  or  jointly  it  cannot  be- 
long to  them  jointly  and  severally.^ 

(a)  One  may  make  a  promise  in  the  same  instru- 
ment to  two  or  more  so  that  each  of  them  is  separately 
entitled  to  sue  for  the  promise.  Thus  if  A  agrees  to  pay 
B  and  C  each  f  100,  either  A  or  B  may  sue  without  join- 
ing the  other  and  a  payment  of  B's  claim  would  not  dis- 
charge A's  promise  to  C.^ 

(b)  Where  a  promise  is  made  to  several  jointly  then 
must  all  join  in  enforcing  it.' 


'"^  Hifirgins  Case,  6  Rep.  44;  Lechmany. 
Fletcher,  1  Cr.  &  M.  688;  People  v.  Har- 
rison, 82  111.  84;  Moore  v.  Rogers,  19111- 
347:  CostigaD  v.  Lunt,  104  Mass.  217; 
Simonds  v.  Center,  6  Mass.  18;  Clearmont 
Bankv.  Wood,  12  Vt.  252;  U.  S.  v.  Gush- 
man  2,  Sumn.  426,  810;  Contra.  U.  S.  v. 
Price,  0  How.  98 

>B  Griffith,  Joint  Rights  and  Liabili- 
ties 88. 

1  Harriman,  Contr.,  187;  Slingsby's  Case, 
5  Coke,  19a,  18b;  Kcighiley  v.  Watson,  3 
Bxch.    716;  Starret  v.  Gault,  ICS  111.    99, 
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46  N.  B.  Rep.    230;  Capen  v.  Barrows,  1 
Gray.  876,  Robbins  v.  Ayers,  10    Mo.  688, 

47  Am.  Dec.  125. 

<  Burton  ▼.  Henry,  90  Ala.  2^1,  7  South. 
Rep.  925^orabacher  v.  Lee,  16  Mich.  169; 
Yates  T.  root.  12  Johns.  1;  CaUwissa  R. 
Co.  V.  Titus,  49  Pa.  St.  277;  Geer  v.  Tenth 
School  Dist.  6  Vt..  76;  Hall  ▼.  Leigh,  8 
Cranch,  60. 

3 Slaughter  v.  Davenpon,  151  Mo.  26, 51 
S.  W.  Rep.  471:  Canon  v.  MauU,  4  Harr 
(Del.)  fat;  Willoughby  v.  Willoughby.  5 
N.  H.  244;  Marie  v.  Garrison,  88  N.  Y.  14; 
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"A  promise  by  two  or  more  persons  to  perform  an  act  is  a  promise 
that  they  or  some  one  of  them  will  perform  it;  but  a  promise  to 
two  or  more  persons  to  perform  an  act  is  not  a  promise  to  them  or 
some  or  one  of  them,  but  a  promise  to  them  all,  to  i>erform  it.  In 
the  former  case  the  promise  may  be  performed  by  one,  in  the  latter 
case  the  promise  cannot  be  enforced  by  one.  In  the  former  case  the 
parties  to  the  agreement  contemplate  that  the  obligation  may  be 
discharged  by  one,  for  a  man  who  agrees  in  conjunction  with  others 
to  pay  A  a  sum  of  money  does  not  agree  with  A  that  he  will  only 
pay  the  sum  in  such  conjunction  and  not  otherwise;  his  agreement 
with  A  is  to  pay  the  money,  either  with  the  others  or,  if  they  will 
not  join,  without  them;  in  fact  as  between  him  and  A  the  material 
part  of  the  agreement  is  that  which  provides  for  the  payment,  not 
that  which  provides  for  the  association  of  the  debtors.  It  is  only 
to  secure  the  payment  that  this  association  is  material  to  A,  to 
whom  the  payment  is  the  end  and  the  association  only  a  means  to 
that  end.  .  .  .  The  case  of  an  agreement  by  one  person  to  pay 
a  sum  to  two  is  very  difterent.  It  is  clear  that  an  obligation  to  pay 
a  debt  to  the  joint  account  of  two  or  more  persons  does  not  involve 
an  alternative  obligation  to  pay  it  to  the  separate  account  of  any. 
True  it  seems  to  be  the  law  that  payment  to  one  of  three  may  be 
pleaded  as  payment  to  the  three,  even  when  made  to  the  separate 
account  of  the  one  and  in  fraud  of  the  others.*  The  reason  seems  to 
be  that  one  who  has  been  paid  cannot  sue  again,  and  the  others 
cannot  recover  without  him.  This,  however,  leaves  intact  the  dis- 
tinction between  an  obligation  to  one  and  an  obligation  to  several."' 


Angus  V.  Robinson.  50  Vt.  585,  50  Am. 
Rep.  788;  Clark  v.  R.  Co.,  81  Fed.  Rep. 
288.  Bat  the  doctrine  of  surviTorshlp  ap- 
plies to  joint  promisees  as  well  as  to  joint 
promisors.  Beebe  v.  Miller,  Minor.  864; 
Trammell  v.  Harrell,  4  Ark.  602;  Jell  v. 
Douglass.  4  B.  &  Aid.  874. 


4Myrick  v.  Dame,  9  Cusb.  948;  Napier  ▼. 
McLeod,  9  Wend.  120'  Rawstone  v.  Gan- 
dell,  8  D.  &  L.  682,  10  Jur.  294;  Wilkinson 
V.  Lindo,  7  M.  &  W.  81. 

s  Griffith,  Joint  Rigbu  and  Liabilities,  2. 
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359.  ABsignment  of  Ri^ts. 
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368.  What  Passes  on  Assignment 
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370.  Assignment  by  Statute. 

371.  Assignability  Distinguished  from  Negotiability. 
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372.  Assignment  by  Marriage. 

373.  Assignment  by  Death. 

374.  Assignment  by  Bankruptcy. 

375.  Interests  in  Lands. 

■ 

§357.     Introductory. 

We  have  seen  that  the  common-law  rule  was  that  no 
one  but  the  parties  to  a  contract  could  be  bound  by  it 
or  entitled  to  claim  rights  under  it.^  Nevertheless^  the 
rights  and  liabilities  created  by  a  contract  may  pass  to 
a  person  or  persons  oth»*  than  the  original  parties  to 
it,  and  thus  what  is  called  Assignment  may  take  place 
by  (a)  the  act  of  the  parties,  or  (b)  by  operation  of 
law. 

lAnte,  chap.  VIII. 
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§359 


(a) 

ASSIGNMENT  BY  ACT  OF  PABTIBS. 

§358.    Assignment  of  Liabilities.  , 

A  liability  under  a  contract  cannot  be  assigned  to 
another,  and  a  person  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  per- 
formance of  the  contract  from  one  who  was  not  a  party 
to  it.  This  rule  rests  upon  the  ground  that  "you  have 
a  right  to  the  benefit  you  contemplate  from  the  charac- 
ter, credit  and  substance  of  the  person  with  whom  you 
contract.  ^^^  Thus  A  owes  B  flOO,  A  cannot  assign  his 
debt  to  C  so  as  to  make  B  collect  his  debt  from  C  and 
not  from  A.^  So,  if  A  agrees  to  do  a  certain  piece  of  work 
for  B  requiring  skill,  B  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept 
performance  from  C,  to  whom  A  has  assigned  the  con- 
tract.^ Yet,  if  A  undertakes  to  do  a  thing  for  B  which 
needs  no  special  skill  and  A  was  not  selected  on  account 
of  any  personal  qualification — ^as  for  example  a  contract 
to  roof  a  building  or  to  drill  a  well*  it  seems  that  B  can- 
not complain  if  A  gets  the  thing  done  by  an  equally  com- 
petent person,*  A  continuing  liable  to  B  if  the  thing 
was  not  properly  done.® 

§359.     Assignment  of  Rights. 

The  rule  as  to  assignment  of  rights  is  well  expressed 
by  Mr.  Justice  Gray : 

"At  the  present  day,  an  agreement  to  pay  money,  or  to  deliver 
goods,  may  be  assigned  by  the  person  to  whom  the  money  Is  to  be 


1  Humble  v.  Hunter,  12  Q.  B.  817;  Boston 
Ice  Co.  V.  Potter,  128  Mass.  28,  86  Am. 
Rep.  9;  Kine  v.  Batterson,  18  R.  T.  117;  43 
Am.  Rep.  18;  La  Rue  v.  Groezin^er,  84 
Cal.  881;  Arkansas  Valley  Smelting  Co. 
V.  Belden  Co.,  187  U.  S.  m. 

2  Jones  V.  Walker,  2  Paine,  687;  Van  Scot- 
ter  V.  Leffetts,  11  Barb.  140;  Cannon  v. 
Kreipe,  14  Kan.  824. 

aRobson  v.  Drummonds,  3  B.  &  Ad.  808. 
Where  the  creditor  consents  at  the  debtor's 
request  to  accept  another  person  as  his 
debtor  in  the  place  of  the  first,  there  is  not 
any   assignment,    but   the   rescission,    by 


agreement,  of  the  contract  and  the  substi- 
tution of  a  new  one  in  which  the  same  acts 
are'to  be  performed  by  different  persons. 
It  is  called  in  law  a  novation.    See  post. 

■  *Curran  v.  Clifford,  40  Pac.  Rep.  477 
(Colo.);  Galev  V.  Mellon,  172  Pa.  St.  443,  38 
Atl.  Rep.  600;  Cormack  v.  Teal,  49  S.  E. 
Rep.  (Ga.)  806, 

s  Anson  Contr.,  819;  British  Wagon  Co.  y. 
Lea,  5  g.  B.  Div.  149. 

'Rochester  Lantern  Co.  v.  Stiles,  136  N. 
Y.  809;  Devlin  v.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  8. 
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paid  or  the  goods  are  to  be  delivered,  If  there  is  nothing  in  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  whether  by  requiring  something  to  be  afterwards 
done  by  him,  or  by  some  other  stipulation,  which  manifests  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties  that  it  shall  not  be  assignable.  But  every 
one  has  a  right  to  select  and  determine  with  whom  he  will  contract, 
and  cannot  have  another  person  thrust  upon  him  without  his  con- 
sent. 'Rights  arising  out  of  contract  cannot  be  transferred  if  they 
are  coupled  with  liabilities,  or  if  they  inyolre  a  relation  of  personal 
confidence  such  that  the  party,  whose  agreement  conferred  those 
rights,  must  have  Intended  them  to  be  exercised  only  by  him  In 
whom  he  actually  confided.'  "^ 

§360.     What  Rights  May  Not  he  Assigned. 

A  contraxrt  for  personal  service  involving  a  personal 
relation  or  confidence  between  the  parties  cannot  be  as- 
signed.^ As  for  example  an  agreement  between  author 
or  publisher*  or  lawyer  and  client®  or  an  agreement  by 
a  child  to  support  a  parent*  or  a  contract  by  A  to  teach 
B.*^  In  Lansden  v.  McCarthy^  one  M  entered  into  a 
written  agreement  with  B  &  Co.,  by  which  he  agreed 
to  furnish  all  the  meat  B  &  Co.  should  require  for 
their  hotel  for  the  next  year  at  a  certain  rate  per 
pound;  B  &  Co.  agreeing  to  pay  for  the  meat  so  fur- 
nished promptly  at  the  end  of  each  month.  B  &  Co.  as- 
signed the  contract  to  L  who  demanded  performance 
which  M  refused.  It  was  held  that  L  had  no  right  to  de- 
mand performance  of  the  agreement,  the  court  saying : 

"The  plalntlft  L's  counsel  admit  the  proposition  that  where  an 
executory  contract  is  founded  upon  trust  and  confidence  reposed  In 
the  character  and  skill  of  a  particular  person,  as  where  an  author 
contracts  to  write  a  book,  or  an  artist  contracts  to  paint  a  picture, 

lArkanns  Smelting  Co.  v.  BeldenCo..  < Gibson  v.  Camithers,  8  M.  &  W.843; 

127  U.  S.  879.  Polinff  v.  Condon  Land  Co.,  Stephens  v.  Benning,  1  Kay  &  J.  168. 

47  S.  B.  Rep.  879  (W.  Va.)  ssXoatn  v.  Williams.  188  111.  43,  87  N.  B. 

1  Hayes  V.  WilHo,  4  Daly,  260:  Daven-  Rep.  681;  Baxter  v.  Billings,  88  Fed.  Rep. 

port  V.  Gentry,  9  B.  Mon.  4S7;  Chaplin  v.  790. 

Lon^wortJb,  81  Ohio  St    481;  Bethlehem  v.  4Lathrop  v,  Mayer,  80  Mo.  (App.)  866. 

Annis.  40N.  H.  74;  Burger  v.  Rice,  8  Ind.  -o  .,        mm             ««^  m     Tl       \  *.a 

126;  Moore  v.  Thomwon.    93  Mo.  (App.)  »Bulttv.  McMurray,  74  Mo.  (App.)  680. 

386,07       S.     W.      Rep.     080:     Mueller  046  Mo.  106;  Hardy  Impl.  Co.  v.  Iron 

V.  Northwestern  UnW.,  196   111.  886.     68       Works.  189  Mo.  888. 
N.  B.  Rep. 
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the  contract  Is  not  assignable  by  the  party  in  whom  such  trust  and 
confidence  Is  reposed.  The  principle  involved  in  this  concession  is 
fatal  to  Li's  case;  for  M's  estimate  of  the  solvency  and  pecuniary 
credit  and  standing  of  B  &  Co.,  may  have  constituted  an  important 
inducement  to  the  contract,  without  which  he  never  would  have  en- 
tered into  it  There  was  a  credit  given.  The  meat  was  not  to  be 
paid  for  on  delivery,  but  at  the  end  of  the  successive  months,  in- 
volving credit  to  an  indefinite  amount.  The  amount  of  meat  to  be 
furnished  during  any  given  month  was  not  optional  with  M  but  was 
to  be'  determined  by  the  hotel  proprietors,  in  view  of  the  wants  and 
convenience  of  the  hotel.  The  contract  imposed  no  obligation  upon 
M  to  accept  as  his  debtors  any  other  parties  than  those  with  whom 
he  contracted.  Nor  was  he  under  any  obligation  to  experiment  for 
a  month,  and  determine  at  the  end  of  it  whether  he  would  go  on 
with  the  contract,  according  as  he  should  or  should  not  succeed  in 
securing  prompt  payment.  He  was  willing  to  give  B  &  Co.  '*redit; 
but  it  does  not  thence  follow  that  he  was  willing  to  give  credit  to 
L  even  for  a  month  or  any  part  of  it.  Whether  or  not  he  would  do 
so,  was  a  question  for  him  alone  to  determine.  He  could  not  be 
forced  into  it  against  his  will,  by  an  assignment  of  the  contract, 
without  his  consent." 

§361.     Choaes  in  Action  not  Aaaignahle  at    Common 

Law. 

At  common  law  a  chose  in  action,  i,  e.,  the  right  which 
a  person  possess  under  a  contract,  could  not  be  assigned 
so  as  to  enable  the  assignee  to  sue  upon  it  in  his  own 
name.  This  rule  was  based  not  only  on  the  old  view  of 
a  contract  as  creating  a  strictly  personal  obligation  be- 
tween the  parties,  but  on  the  policy  of  the  law  to  dis- 
courage maintenance  and  litigation.^  But  the  rule  did 
not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  assignee,  for  the 
common  law  so  far  took  cognizance  of  such  equitable 
rights  as  are  created  by  the  assignment  that  the  name  of 
the  assignor  might  be  used  as  trustee  of  the  benefits  of 
the    contract    for  the  assignee:^      But    the    assignee 

1  Pollock  Contr.,  907;  Beecher  v.  Buck-       William  ▼.  Webb,  82  Iowa  677:  Halloran  v. 
mgham.  18  Cono.  110,  44  Am.  Dec.  560.  Whitcomb,  48  Vt.  806;  Fay  v.  Guynon,  181 

zCaisterv.  Ecdes,  1  Ld.  Ray,  683;  Mc-       Mass.;  81. 
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had  to  sue  in  the  name  of  the  assignor  or  his  representa- 
tives,® unless  the  debtor  had  expressly  promised  the  as- 
signee to  be  responsible  to  him.^ 


fir 


'The  general  principle  deducible  from  the  cases  and  from  the  or- 
dinary practice  is  that  when  one  person  has  an  equitable  right  or 
claim  against  another,  which  he  can  obtain  only  by  a  suit  in  the 
name  of  a  third  person,  he  may  use  the  name  of  that  person  in  an 
action  to  enforce  his  right.  And  such  third  person  cannot  control 
the  suit,  nor  will  his  admission,  subsequent  to  the  time  he  ceased 
to  have  an  interest,  be  eyidence  to  defeat  It  But  the  holder  must 
furnish  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  record  ample  Indemnity  against  coeta^ 
If  required."* 


§362.     Rule  in  Equity. 

The  strict  rule  of  the  common  law  was  not  followed 
in  courts  of  equity,  which  always  allowed  the  assign- 
ment of  a  chose  in  action  (where  the  contract  was  not 
of  a  personal  character)  and  the  bringing  of  the  suit  by 
the  assignee  in  his  own  name.^ 

(a)  Part  of  Claim.  And  while  at  law  the  assign- 
ment of  a  part  of  a  claim  was  not  allowed,  because  the 
debtor  had  a  right  to  discharge  his  debt  in  full  at  one 
time  and  not  in  parcels,^  in  equity  an  assignment  of 
part  of  a  demand  was  good,  even  without  the  consent 
of  the  debtor.' 


sSkinner  v.  Somes,  14  Mass.  107. 

♦Crocker  v.  Whitney,  10  Mass.  816;  Jcs- 
sel  V.  Williamsburg  Ins.  Co.,  8  Hill,  88; 
Compton  V.  Jones,  4  Cow.  13. 

5 Parker,  C.  J.,  in  Webb  v.  Steele,  13  N 
H.  230.  386;  Halloran  v.  Whitcomb,  48  Vt. 
806'  Fay  V.  Guynon,  Wl  Mass.  31;  Houjfh 
V.  Barton,  20  Vt.    465;  New  York,  etc.  v. 
Memphis  Water  Co.,  107  U.  S.  206. 

iSmithv.  Briitain,  3  Ired.  Eq.  847,42 
Am.  Dec.  175;  Tibbits  v.  Gerresh,  25  N. 
H.  41,  67  Am.  Dec.  307. 

sGrain  v.  Aldrich,  88  Cal.  614.  90  Am. 
Dec.  4S3;  Palmer  v.  Merrill,  6  Gush.  257, 
63  Am.  Dec.  782;  Miller  v.  Bledsoe,  1  111. 
630,  82  Am.  Dec.  37;  Beardslee  v.  Morg^ner, 
73  Mo.  22;  St.  Louis  Bk.  v.  Noonan,  88  Mo. 
372;  Knowlton  v.  Cooley,  102  Mass.  284, 
Philadelphia's  Appeal,  86  Pa.  St.  179;  Car- 
ter  V.  Nicholas,  58  Vt.  518.    *'Thc  reason 
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for  the  legal  doctrine  is  obvious.  The  Imw 
permits  the  transfer  of  an  entire  cause  of 
action  from  one  person  to  another,  because 
in  such  case  the  only  inconvenience  is  the 
substitution  of  one  creditor  for  another. 
But  if  assigned  in  fragments,  tiie  debtor 
has  to  deal  with  a  plurality  of  creditors. 
If  his  liability  can  be  legally  divided  at  all 
without  his  consent,  it  can  be  divided  and 
subdivided  indefinitely.  He  would  have 
the  risk  of  ascertaining  the  relative  shares 
and  rights  of  the  substituted  creditors.. 
He  would  have,  instead  of  a  single  con- 
tract, a  number  of  contracts  to  perform. 
A  partial  assignment  would  impose  upon 
him  burdens  which  his  contract  does  not 
compel  him  to  bear."  Exchange  Bk.  v. 
McLean,  78  Me.  406,  40  Am.  Rep.,  888. 

3Grain  v.  Aldrich,  supra;  Field  v.  Mayor. 
6  N.  Y.  179,  57  Am  Dec.  436;  James  v. 
City  of  Newton,  142    Mass.  868,  56  Am. 


CH.  IX.  1   THE  ASSIGNMENT  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


§  363 


(b)  Things  in  Future.  So  while  at  law  ao  assign- 
ment to  be  valid  must  be  of  a  thing  which  at  the  time 
has  an  actual  potential  existence,*  courts  of  equity  will 
support  assignments  of  things  which  have  no  present 
actual  existence,  but  rest  in  possibility  only,*  as  for  ex- 
ample an  interest  in  the  estate  of  a  living  ancestor,^  or 
an  expected  legacy,''  or  a  right  to  insurance  money  un- 
der a  policy  before  any  loss  has  occurred,®  or  rent  yet 
to  become  due,*  or  wages  or  compensation  to  be  earned 
under  an  existing  contract*^ 

§363.    Notice  of  Assignment  Necessary. 

• 
Though  the  assignment  is  effectual  as  between  as- 
signor and  assignee  from  the  moment  it  is  made,  it  does 
not  bind  the  person  liable  until  he  has  received  notice  of 
it.  The  person  liable  has  a  right  to  know  to  whom  his 
liability  is  due,  and  if  he  receives  no  notice  that  it  is 
due  to  another  than  the  party  with  whom  he  originally 
contracted,  he  is  protected  in  any  payment  he  may 


Rep.  602;  Trist  v.  Child,  21  Wall.  447:  Ris- 
lev  V.  Bank,  88  N.  Y.  820,  38  Am.  Rep.  421. 
"In  a  court  of  equity  the  objection  to  a 
partial  assignment  of  a  demand  which<are 
iformidable  in  a  court  of  law,  disappear. 
In  equity  the  interests  of  all  parties  can  be 
determined  in  a  single  suit.  The  debtor 
can  bring  the  entire  fund  into  court,  and 
run  no  nsk  as  to  its  proper  distribution," 
Exchange  Bk.  v.  McLean,  supra. 

4  Needles  v.  Needles,  7  Ohio  St.  482,  70 
Am.  Dec.  85;  Moody  v.  Wright,  13  Met.  17, 
48  Am  Dec.  708;  Thallheimer  v.  Brincker- 
hoff,  3  Cow.  823, 15  Am.  Dec.  309;  Skipper 
V.  Stokes,  43  Ala.  255,  94  Am.  Dec.  648. 

s  Field  V.  Mayor,  8  N.  Y.  179,  67  Am. 
Dec.  435;  Payne  v.  Mayor,  4  Ala.  888,  87 
Am.  Dec.  744;  Brackett  v.  Blake,  7  Met. 
885,  41  Am.  Dec.  442;  Pierce  ▼.  Robinson, 
13  Cal.  123;  Ruple  v.  Bindley,  91  Pa.  St. 
209;  Dunham  v.  R.  Co.,  1  Wall.  268;  Pen- 
nock  V.  Coe,  23  Ho>  -.  130;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Kimberlands,  10  W.  Va.  593,  Greene  v. 
Bartholomew,  284  Ind.  235. 

•  McDonald  v.  McDonald,  6  Jones  (Eq.), 
21,  76  Am.  Dec.  438. 

'Bacon  v.  Bonham,  33  N.  J.  (Eq.),  614. 


sBibbends  v.  Ins.  Co.,  84  Cal.  86;  Berg- 
son  V.  Ins.  Co.,  88  Cal.  541. 

BDemarest  v.  Willard,8  Conn.  206. 

loGarland  v.  Harrington,  51  N.  H.  407; 
Augur  V.  New  York  Belting  Co.,  39  Conn. 
636;  Hawley  v.  Bristol,  87  Conn.  36:  MuU 
hall  V.  Quinn,  1  Gray,  105,  61  Am.  Dec.  414; 
Devlin  v.  Mayor,  V)  How.  Pr.  1;  Emery  v. 
Lawrence,  8  Cusb.  154;  Thayer  v.  Kelly, 
28  Vt.  19,  85  Am.  Dec.  280;  Rodgers  v. 
Torrent,  111  Mich.  880, 70  N.  W.  Rep.  885. 
But  the  assignment  is  not  good  in  equity 
when  there  is  no  contract  at  the  time  it  is 
made.  Mulhali  v.  Quinn,  1  Gray.  108,  61 
Am.  Dec,  414;  Hazell  v.  Tipton  Bank,  95 
Mo.,  60,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.,  22.  The  distinc- 
tion between  the  cases  in  which  the  wa^es 
are  not  earned  under  a  contract  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  those  in 
which  they  are,  is  said  to  be,  that  "in  the 
former  the  future  earnings  are  a  mere  pos- 
sibility coupled  with  no  interest,  while  in 
the  latter  the  possibility  of  future  earnings 
is  coupied  with  an  Interest,  and  the  right 
to  them,  though  contingent,  and  liable  to 
be  defeated,  is  a  vested  right.'*  Low  v. 
Pew,  108  Mass.  847,  11  Am.  Rep.  357. 
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make  to  his  original  creditor.^  The  debtor  is  liable  at 
law  to  the  assignor  of  the  debt,  and  at  law  must  pay  the^ 
assignor  if  the  assignor  sues  in  respect  of  it.  If  so,  it 
follows  that  he  may  pay  without  suit.  The  payment  of 
the  debtor  to  the  assignor  discharges  the  debt  at  law. 

"The  assignee  has  no  legal  right,  and  can  only  sue  in  the  as- 
signor's name.  How  can  he  sue  if  the  debt  has  been  paldp  If  a 
court  of  equity  laid  down  the  rule  that  the  debtor  is  a  trustee  for 
the  assignee,  without  having  any  notice  of  the  assignment,  it  would 
be  impossible  for  a  debtor  safely  to  pay  a  debt  to  his  creditor.  The 
law  of  the  court  has  therefore  required  notice  to  be  given  to  the- 
debtor  of  the  assignment  in  order  to  perfect  the  title  of  the  as- 
signee"* 

And  the  rule  that  the  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action 
is  not  complete,  so  as  to  vest  the  title  absolutely  in  the 
assignee,  until  notice  of  the  assignment  to  the  debtor, 
applies  not  only  as  regards  the  debtor,  but  likewise  as 
to  third  persons.  And,  therefore,  as  between  successive 
purchasers  or  assignees  of  a  chose  in  action,  he  is  en- 
titled to  preference  who  first  gives  notice  to  the  debtor, 
although  his  assignment  be  subsequent  to  that  of  the 
other.^ 

§364.     Form  of  Notice, 

9 

The  notice  of  the  assignment  need  not  be  given  in 
writing  or  in  any  formal  manner ;  it  is  enough  that  the 


iJudson  V.  Corcoran,  17  How.  618;  Van 
Keuren  v.  Corkins,  66  N.  Y.  77;  Richards 
V.  Griggrs,  16  Mo.  416,  57  Am.  Dec.  240; 
Van  Buakirk  ▼.  Ins.  Co.,  14  Conn.  141,  86 
Am.  Dec.  473:  Muir  v.  Schenclc,  8  Hill  228, 
38  Am.  Dec.  688;  Gaullagber  v.  Caldwell, 
22  Pa.  St.  300,  60  Am.  Dec.  85;  Merchants, 
Bank  V.  Hewitt,  8  Iowa  98,  66  Am.  Dec. 
49;  Dodd  V.  Brott,  1  Minn.  270,  66  Am. 
Dec.  641. 

'Stocks  V.  Dohaon,  4  D.  M.  &.  G.  15; 
Hermans  v.  Ellsworth,  64  N.  Y.  150. 

sjudson  V.  Corcoran,  17  How.  615:  Van 
Buwirk  v.  Ins.  Co.,  14  Conn.  141,  86  Am. 
Dec.  473:  Clodfelter  v.  Cox,  1  Sneed.  880, 
60  Am.  Dec.  157;  Murdock  v.  Finney,  21 
Mo.  188;  White  v.  Prentiss,  8  T.  B.  Mon. 
510;  Stocks  v.  Dobson,  4  D.  M.  &  G.  15.    In 
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some  States  a  contrary  doctrine  obtains, 
and  it  is  held  thai  equitable  assignments 
have  priority  not  according  to  priority  of 
notice  but  according  to  priority  of  time, 
and  that  as  to  all  persons,  save  the  debtor, 
the  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action  is  com- 
plete in  Itself,  and  ve^ts  a  perfect  title  in 
the  assignee,  as  against  third  persons, 
without  notice  of  the  assignment  to  the 
debtor  and  that  the  purchaser  can  take  no 
rights  which  his  assignor  did  not  possess. 
Muir  V.  Schenck,  8  Hill,  288,  88  Am.  Dec. 
633;  Moore  v.  Metropolitan  Bk.,  56  N.  V. 
41;  Putnam  v.  Storey,  132  Mass.  905;  Sum- 
mers T.  Huston,  48  Ind.  280;  Tingle  v.  Fos- 
ter,»  W.  Va.  507:  Kamena  v.  Huelbig^ 
23  N.  J.  (Eq.)  78;  WiUiams  v.  IngersoU,  8» 
N.  Y.  508. 
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debtor  has  such  knowledge  of  facts  and  circumstances 
as  should  be  sufficient  to  put  him  on  inquiry  as  to  who 
is  the  real  creditor.^ 

§365.    Assignee  Takes  Subject  to  Equities: 

The  meaning  of  the  rule  that  an  assignee  of  a  chose  in 
action  takes  it  subject  to  equities  is  that  if  a  person 
takes  an  assignment  of  a  chose  in  action,  he  must  take 
his  chances  a6  to  the  exact  position  in  which  the  party 
giving  it  stands,  for  the  assignor  can  give  no  better 
right  than  he  himself  had.^  Thus,  suppose  a  debt  is  due 
from  B  to  A  but  there  is  also  a  debt  due  from  A  to  B 
which  B  might  set  off  in  an  action  by  A,  or  B  has  paid 
a  portion  of  the  debt  to  A.  If  under  these  circum- 
stances A  assigns  the  debt  to  C  without  telling  him  of 
the  set-oflf  or  of  the  part  payment,  B  will  be  entitled  to 
set  them  up  as  against  C.^  Or  suppose  B  has  contracted 
to  pay  A  a  certain  sum  of  money  but  the  contract  is 
voidable  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  op 
there  is  any  other  ground  for  setting  it  aside  or  rectify- 
ing it  as  against  the  creditor  A.  A  assigns  the  contract 
to  C  who  does  not  know  the  circumstances  thjit  render 
it  voidable.    Here  B  may  avoid  the  contract  as  against 

As  to  whether  the  assignee  takes  the  chose  in  action 
subject  to  what  are  called  "latent  equities,^'  i.  e.  the 
equities  of  a  prior  assignor  or  a  third  person  is  a  ques- 
tion upon  which  the  authorities  are  not  agreed.* 


1  Anderson  V  Van  Alen.  13  lobns.  848; 
Barron  v.  Porter,  44  Vt.  687:  Kellogg  v. 
Krauser,  145,  14  S.    &   R.   187,   16   Am. 

LJCCm  4oU* 

1  Robeson  v.  Roberts,  SO  Ind.  165, 88  Am. 
Dec.  808;  Ayers  v.  Campbell,  9  la.  818,  74 
Am.  Dec.  346;  Warner  v.  Whitaker.  6 
Micb.  188.  67  Am.  Dec.  607;  York  v.  Mc- 
Nutt,  16  Tex.  IS,  67  Am.  Dec.  607;  Bush  v. 
Latbrop,  22  N.  T.  635 ;  Walker  v.  Johnson, 
13  Ark.  6Se:Timms  v.  Shannon,  19  Md.  396, 
81  Am.  Dec.  682:  Martin  v.  Richardson,  68 
N.  C.  366:  Colquitt  v.  Bonner.  3  Ga.  166; 
Scott  V.  Schreve,  12  Wheat,  606;  Gary  v. 
Bancroft.  14  Pick.  315,   36   Am.    Dec.  398; 


Hill  T.  Mcpherson,    15   Mo.  904.    66  Am. 
Dec.  143;  Shotwell  v.  Webb,  38  Wis.  376. 

s Hooper  v.  Brundage,  82  Me.  460;  Hunt 
V.  Shackelford,  66  Mass.  94;  Bank  v.  By- 
num.  84  N.  C.  84;  Lanbow  v.  Little,  8  N.H. 
587;  Wood  ▼.  Mayor,  78  N.  Y.  666;  McKen- 
na  V.  Kirkwbod,  60  Mich.  544. 

sGraham  v.  Johnston,  L.  R.  8  (Eq.)  36; 
Holbrook  v.  Burt,  32  Pick.  546;  Woodson 
V.  Barrett,  3  Hen.  &  M.  80,  8'Am.  Dec.  61A. 

*See  Anson  Contr.226;  Bush  v.  Latbrop, 
33N.  Y.  685;  Bloomer  v.  Henderson,  8 
Mich.  396:  Sumner  v.  Waugh,  66  111.  681. 
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§366.     ^^Equities^^  Excluded  hy  Contract  or  Conduct. 

It  has  been  held  to  be  perfectly  l^al  for  two  parties 
to  a  contract  to  stipulate  that  if  either  assign  his  rights 
under  it,  such  an  assignment  shall  be  "free  from  equi- 
ties ;'^  that  is  to  say,  that  the  assignee  shall  not  be  liable 
to  be  met  by  such  defenses  aa  would  have  been  valid 
against  his  assignor.^  But  it  has  been  questioned, 
whether  such  a  stipulation  would  protect  the  assignee 
against  the  effects  of  fraud,  or  any  vital  defect  in  the 
formation  of  the  original  contract* 

And  the  debtor '  may  by  his  conduct  estop  himself 
from  setting  up  any  right  or  equities  against  the  as- 
signee;' as,  for  example,  where  the  debtor  induces  the 
*  assignee  to  take  the  instrument  by  declaring  that  he  has 
no  defense  to  it,  he  cannot  afterwards  set  up  any  de- 
fense.^ So  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  chose  in  action  not 
negotiable,  from  one  to  whom  the  owner  has  assigned 
the  apparent  absolute  ownership,  who  purchases  upon 
the  faith  of  such  ownership,  obtains  a  valid  title  as 
against  such  owner,  although  the  assignee  had  not  such 
title.' 

§367.     Debtor's  Assent  Immaterial, 

The  assignment  binds  the  debtor  without  any  assent 
on  his  part  and  even  when  he  expressly  dissents.^  Thus 
where  the  defendant  received  express  notice  of  the  as- 
signment of  a  debt  accruing  from  him  to  the  assignor, 
but  refused  to  be  bound  by  the  assignment  and  paid  his 
debt  to  the  assignor,  he  was  nevertheless  held  liable  to 
the  assignee  for  the  amount  assigned.* 

1  Ex  parte    Asiatic    Bank,  L.    R.   8   Ch.       14  Am.  Rep,  178;  Coombs  v.  Chandler,  83 
801.  Ohio  St.  178:  Jarvis  t.    Rog^ers,    13    Mass. 

2  Anson  Contr.  884.  i?*;  Cowdrcy  v.  Vandenburgh,    101    U   S. 

,.,.     .  „      «  u     ■.    X*     OA     o       572.  ^ochran  V.  Stewart,  21  Minn,   485;  I n- 

sWordsonv.  Barrett,  8  H.  &   M.   80,   8       tcrnational  Bk.  v.  German  BIc.,  71  Mo.  183. 

Am.  Dec  612.               ^j    .   ^^     ,„  iBrill  v.Tuttle,81N.Y.464.87Am.  Rep 

«Hardin  V.  Helton  50  Ind  828-   Weaver  515.  Hall  v.  Ins.  Co.,  Ill  Mass.  53,  16   Am. 

V.  Lynch,  86  Pa.  St.  449,  64  Am.  Dec.   713:  Rep  1 

Scott  V.  Sadler,  68  Pa.  St.  814.  _^  .*         n     •  .       « i^  d    r%-      Ki>» 

.Moore   v.   Met.    Nat.  Bk..  SB  N.  Y.  41.  '»""  '•  ^■"""'  "  »•  »•  ^"-  «»• 
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§368.     What  Passes  on  Assignment. 

An  assignment  of  a  debt  carries  with  it  all  collateral 
securities  which  the  creditor  may  hold  for  its  enforce- 
ment,^ and  all  the  remedies  which  the  assignor  had.^ 
Thus  the  assignment  of  a  bond  or  a  promissory  note  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  carries  with  it 
these  securities,*  And  the  assignment  of  the  principal 
carries  with  it  the  interest  on  the  debt* 


§369.     Liability  of  Assignor. 

The  assignor  of  a  chose  in  action  impliedly  warrants 
that  he  has  a  good  title  to  it,^  and  the  assignor  of  a  bond 
impliedly  covenants  that  he  has  a  right  to  transfer 
what  his  assignment  purports  to  pass.*  But  there  is  no 
implied  warranty  on  his  part  that  the  obligee  will  pay 
it,  or  that  he  will  repay  the  consideration  in  case  the  ob- 
ligee fails.' 

§370.     Assignment  by  Statute. 

Modern  statutes  have  greatly  extended  the  common- 
law  rules  as  to  the  assignability  of  choses  in  action, 
either  by  express  words,  or  indirectly  in  the  code  States, 
by  authorizing  the  assignee  to  bring  the  action  in  his 
own  name  or  by  requiring  all  actions  to  be  brought  in 


•iLindsey  v.  Bates,  42  Miss.  897;  Waller 
▼  .  Tate,  4  B.  Mon.  629;  Hurt  v.  Wilson,  88 
Cal.  868. 

« Morris  v  McCulloch,  88  Pa.  St.  84; 
Carlton  v.  Buckner.  28  Ark.  66;  Strother 
V.  Hamburg^.  11  la.  59. 

sMiller  v.Hoyle,  6  Ired.(Eq.)  369;  Brown 
V.  Blydenburgh,  7  N.  Y.  141,  67  Am.  Dec. 
607;  Uithcart^  Appeal,  13  Pa.  St.  416;  Bo- 
len  V.  Crosby,  49  N.  Y.  183. 

«Mabry  ▼.  Memphis,  12  Heisk.  587. 


lUdwIch  V.  McKim,  58  N.  Y.  807;  Gif- 
fert  V.  West,  88  Wis.  617. 

^Emmerson  v.  Caywell,  14  B.  Mon.  18. 
58  Am.  Dec.  645;  Winsiell  v.  Hehl,  6  Bush , 
62. 

3Garretsie  v.  Van  Ness,  2  N.  J.  (L.)  20; 
2  Am.  Dec.  383;  Jackson  v.  Crawford.  12 
Serg.  &  R.  165;  Robinson  v.  White,  4  Litt. 
238;  Walker  v.  Scott,  2  Nott  &  McC.  286; 
Contra.- Mackie  v.  Davis,  2  Wash.  116,  1 
Am.  Dec.  482. 
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the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  thus  adopting  the 
doctrines  of  equity  on  the  subject.^ 

"The  effect  of  our  new  code  of  practice,  in  abolishing  the  dis- 
tinction between  law  and  equity,  is  to  allow  the  assignee  of  a  chose 
in  action  to  bring  suit  in  his  own  name  in  cases  where  by  the  com- 
mon law  no  assignment  would  be  recognized.  In  this  respect  the 
rules  of  equity  are  to  prevail,  and  the  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own 
name."* 

The  test  of  whether  a  cause  of  action  is  assignable  is, 
would  it  survive  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of 
the  assignor  in  case  of  his  death?  If  it  would,  it  is  as- 
signable. Therefore,  all  choses  in  action  arising  upon 
contract  which  were  assignable  in  equity  f  all  estates 
and  interests  in  either  chattels,  lands  or  tenements  ;*  or 
claims  arising  out  of  them,*^  are  assignable  under  the 
statutes  of  the  different  States. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  claim  for  a  personal  injury 
which  does  not  survive  to  the  personal  representatives 
of  the  party  injured  or  wronged  is  not  assignable;*  as 
for  example,  actions  for  deceit,  for  breach  of  promise 
of  marriage,  for  negligent  injury  to  the  person,  for  slan- 
der or  for  malicious  prosecution.'^ 

§371.     Assignability  Distinguished  from  Ifegotiahility. 

We  have  seen  that  the  assignment  of  a  contract  binds 
the  party  chargeable  to  the  assignee,  only  when  notice 


1  See  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  in  1 
Stim.  Am.  St.  L.  4081;  Winn  v.  R.  Co.,  88 
S.  W.  Rep.  698,  (Tex.) 

*  Gamble,  J.,  in  Walker  v.  Mauro,  18 
Mo.  564;  Allen  ▼.  Brown,  44  N.  Y.  888. 

sjordan  v.  Thornton,  7  Ark.  224,  44  Am. 
Dec.  646-  Doerinff  v.  Kenamore,  86  Mo. 
588-  Snyder  ▼.  R.  R.  Co.,  86  Mo.  618;  Davis 
V.  K.  K.  Co.,  86  Fed.  Rep.  786;  Strong  v. 
Clem,  18  Ind.  89.  74  Am.  Dec.  800;  McMa- 
hon  V.  Allen,  12  Abb.  Pr.  878,  84  Barb.    68. 

«En8ig:n  v.  Kellogg,  4  Pick.  1;  Bigelow 
V.  Wilson.  1  Pick.  486;  Cody  v.  Quarter- 
man,  18  Ga.  886;  Willard  v.  Tillman,  8  Hill. 
274;  Gardner  v.  Byard,  28  Ga.  289,  66  Am. 
Dec.  687;  Scott  v.  Berry,  46Ga.396;  McBee 
V.  Loftis,  1  Strob.  Eq.  90;  Van  Rensselaer 
V.  Hayes,  19  N.  Y.  68,  76  Am.  Dec.  278; 
Lombard  v.  Ruggles,  9  Me.  68. 
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sSee  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  f 
8660,  et  seq.,  where  the  cases  are  collected. 

flZabriskie  v.  Smith,  18  N.  Y.  888,  64  Am. 
Dec.  661;  Devlin  v.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  16; 
Lattimore  v.  Simmons,  18  S.  &  R.  IM; 
Linton  v.  Hurlev.  104  Mass.  %3:  Norton  v. 
Tuttle,  60  III.  190;  Comegys  v.  Vasse,.  1 
Pet.  198;  Brush  v.  Sweet,  88  Mich.  674; 
Dayton  v.  Fargo,  46  Mich.  158;  Stewart  v. 
Houston,  etc.,  K.  Co.,  68  Tex.  846;  Miller 
V.  Newell,  80  S.  C.  187. 

7  Dayton  V.  Fargo.  46  Mich.  168;  Ward 
V.  Blackwood,  41  Ark.  296;  Huff  v.  Wat- 
kins,  80  S.  C.  477;  Jenkins  v.  French,  68 
N.  U.  682,  CUrk  v.  Carroll,  69  Md.  180; 
Hanna  v.  R.  R.,87  N.  C.  361:  Renfro  v. 
Prior ,  85  Mo.  App.  408. 
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is  given  to  him^  and  subject  always  to  the  rule  that  the 
assignor  cannot  give  a  better  title  than  he  possesses  him- 
self. But  there  is  a  class  of  promises  the  benefit  of 
which  is  assignable  in  such  a  way  that  the  promise  may 
be  enforced  by  the  assignee  of  the  benefit  without  prev- 
ious notice  to  the  promisor,  and  without  the  risk  of  be- 
ing met  by  defenses  which  would  have  been  good  against 
the  assignor  of  the  promise.  This  is  called  Negotiabil- 
ity. 

The  negotiable  instruments  known  to  our  law  are 
bills  of  exchange,  checks  and  promissory  notes,  bills  of 
lading,  certificates  of  deposit,  certain  kinds  of  bonds  and 
coupons,  warehouse  receipts  and  bank  bills.^  The  pecul- 
iar incidents  and  privileges  annexed  to  this  class  of 
promises  are,  that  the  assignee  can  sue  all  parties  to  the 
instrument  in  his  own  name ;  that  the  consideration  for 
the  transfer  is  prima  facie  presumed ;  that  the  assignor 
can  under  certain  conditions  give  a  good  title,  although 
he  has  none  himself;  and  that  the  assignee  can  further 
negotiate  the  bill  with  the  like  privileges  and  incidents.^ 
But  any  further  discussion  of  negotiability  belongs  not 
here  but  to  the  special  treatises  on  Negotiable  Instru- 
menta 

(b)  ^ 

ASSIGNMENT  BY  OPBBATION  OP  LAW. 

§372.     Assignment  hy  Marriage. 

At  common  law  one  of  the  immediate  effects  of  mar- 
riage was  that  the  husband  at  once  became  bound  to  pay 
all  outstanding  debts  of  his  wife,  of  whatever  amount, 

1  Bills  of  exchange,  checks,  bank  bills.  Bills  of  lading  and  warehouse  receipts  are 
certificates  of  deposit,  and  certain  classes  negotiable  in  many  of  the  States  by  sut* 
of  bonds  were  negdtiabie  at  common  law       ute. 
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as  a  sort  of  recompense  for  taking  her  property.^  But 
by  statute  in  several  of  the  States  this  liability  is  either 
abolished  altogether,  or  the  husband's  property  except 
such  as  he  acquires  from  the  wife  is  not  liable  for  the 
wife's  prenuptial  debta^ 

§373.     Assignment  by  Death, 

Death  passes  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of 
the  deceased  all  his  personal  estate,  all  rights  of  action 
which  would  affect  the  personal  estate,  and  all  liabilities 
which  are  chargeable  upon  it.^  A  i)erson  making  an 
agreement  is  presumed  to  intend  to  bind  his  executors 
and  administrators,^  unless  it  is  of  a  personal  kind  or 
one  involving  skill  which  can  only  be  performed  by  the 
party  making  it.*  Thus  a  contract  for  personal  service 
comes  to  an  end  at  the  death  of  either  master  or  ser- 
vant,* and  so  would  an  agreement  by  an  author  to  write 
a  book  or  of  an  attorney  to  render  professional  services 
or  of  a  teacher  or  of  a  physician,  or  an  agreement  to 
marry.* 

"The  duty  of  the  suryivor  to  a  contract  of  a  strictly  personal  na- 
ture to  perform  his  covenants  terminates  with  the  death  of  the 


iLamb  v.  Belden,16  Ark.  689;  Curton  v. 
Moore,  2  Jones  (Bq.)  204;  Roach  v.  Quick, 
9  Wend.  288;  Butler  v.  Breck,  7  Met.  164, 
89  Am.  Dec.  768;  Prescott  v.  Fisher,  82  111. 
890;Gnien  v.  Bamberger,  11  Mo.  App.  961; 
Harrison  v.  Trader,  87  Ark.  288. 

*The  statutes  giving  the  wife  her  own 
property  did  not  in  some  states 
take  awajr  the  husband's  liabilities  for  her 
ante-nuptial  debts;  '*In  this  panicular 
the  modern  husband  is  twice  happy.  First 
he  is  happv  as  the  quiet  spectator  of  his 
wife's  enjoyment  of  her  property,  and 
again  be  is  happy  in  paying  her  debts  or 
if  he  refuses,  in  being  sued  and  compelled 
to  pay,"  Platner  v.  Patchen,  19  Wis.  887; 
Alexander  v.  Major,  81  Ohio  St.  M6.  In 
Illinois  it  was  held  that  though  a  statute 
gave  the  wife  her  property  separate  from 
her  husband,  yet  it  it  does  not  give  her  her 
earnings,  her  husband  was  still  liable  for 
her  ante-nuptial  debts.  Conner  v.  Ber- 
ry, 46  111.  870;  McMurtry  v.  Webster,  48 
111.  128.    But  a  subsequent  sutute  having 
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ffiven  her  her  earninss  the  court  said: 
"The  Legislature  has  tnus  swept  away  the 
last  vestaj^c  of  the  reasons  upon  which  the 
common-law  rule  rested.  The  rule  itself 
must  now  cease.  Legislative  action  has 
virtually  abolished  it  by  taking  away  its 
foundation  and  rendering  its  enforcement 
unjust,"    Howarth  v.  Warmser,  68  111.  48. 

1  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  $  2846. 

s  Chamberlain  v.   Dunlap,  126  N.  Y.  46. 

aMarvil  v.  Phillips,  182  Mass.  899,  88 
N.  B.  Rep.  1117;  Schultz  v.  Johnson,  5  B. 
Mon.  497:  Dickenson  v.  Callahan,  19  Pa. 
St.  227;  Slier  v.  Gray,  66  N.  C.  566;  Cox  v. 
Martin,  86  L.  R.  A.  804;  Drummond  v. 
Crane,  169  Mass.  677;  Billings  Appeal,  106, 
Pa.  St.  A66:  Smith  v.   Preston,  170  111.  179. 

«Yerrington  v  Greene,  7  R.  I.  689,84 
Am.  Dec.  678;  Lacy  v.  Getman,  ll9  N.  Y. 
101;  BUkely  v.  Sousa,  62  Cent.  L.  J.  129. 

9  Stebbins  v.  Palmer,  1  Pick.  71,  11  Am. 
Dec.  146;Siler  v.  Gray, 66  N.  C.   566. 
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other  i>arty  to  it,  for  the  reason  that  neither  Oi!  the  contracting  i>ar- 
ties  contemplated  attempted  performance  by  a  substitute.  Where 
distinctly  personal  serrlces,  requiring  peculiar  skill,  ara  to  be  ren- 
dered by  each  of  the  contracting  parties  as  inducements  to  the  con- 
tract, there  is  mutuality,  and  the  death  of  either  of  the  parties  is 
the  death  of  the  contract  In  such  a  case  the  personal  ropresenta- 
tive  of  the  deceased  cannot  call  upon  the  suryivor  to  perform,  and 
the  latter  cannot  require  tue  obligations  to  him  to  be  assumed  and 
discharged  by  another."* 

But  an  agreement  which  may  be  performed  sb 
well  by  one  person  as  by  another,  may  be  performed  by 
the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased  who  may  en- 
force its  provisions  against  the  surviving  party ;  and  on 
the  other  hand  the  personal  representative  is  bound  to 
carry  out  such  an  agreement  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so,  he 
may  be  compelled  to  pay  damages  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
estate  in  his  hands.*'  Thus  an  agreement  to  buy  or  sell 
goods  or  to  pay  money  or  to  build  a  house  would  at  the 
death  of  the  promisor  devolve  on  his  personal  represen- 
tative.® 

And  a  breach  of  contract  which  involves  a  purely  i)er- 
sonal  loss  does  not  pass  by  death  to  the  representatives 
of  either  party,®  and  hence  even  under  statutes  which 
provide  that  a  personal  representative  may  sue  or  be 
sued  on  any  contract  of  or  with  his  deceased,  it  is  held 
that  an  action  for  breach  of  promise  of  marrige  cannot 
be  maintained  either  against  or  by  the  representatives 
of  the  promisor.^® 

§374.     Assignment  by  Bankruptcy. 

Bankruptcy  operates  to  confer  upon  the  assignees  of 
the  bankrupt,  his  rights  and  liabilities. 


•  Blakely  V.  Sousa,  98  Cent.  L.  J.  129  e  Chamberlain  v.  Williamson,  S  M.  & 

(Pa.)  S.  408. 

TSaboniv.   Kirkman,   1  M.  A  W.  418;  lo  Grubb  v.  Suit.  8SGratt,  907;  Wade  v. 

Janin  v.    Brown,  59  Cal.  57;    Smith   v.  Kalbfleisch,  58  N.  Y.  288;  Hovey  v.  Page, 

Wilmington  Co.  88  111.  498.  65  Me.  142:  Smith  v.  Sherman,  4  Gush,  408; 

•Wentworth  V.  Cook,  10  Ad.  &  E.  48;  S??**  ^'i   «  V^?,  H'^f**  ^^K^\^^^'Sf  Z' 

Cooper  V.   Tarman,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  98;   Rib-  ^^S"'  *  ^^'^^'  ^'^  Alien  v.  Baker,  86  N. 

lett  V.  Walfis,  1  Daly,  880.  ^'  »'• 
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§375.     Interests  in  Lands. 

And  where  an  interest  in  land  is  transferred  rights 
and  liabilities  attaching  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  interest 
pass  with  it  Thus  if  A  by  purchase  or  lease  acquire  an 
interest  in  land  of  B,  upon  terms  which  bind  them  by 
contractual  obligations  in  respect  of  their  several  int^- 
ests,  the  assignment  by  either  party  of  his  interest  to  C 
will  within  certain  limits  operate  as  a  transfer  to  G  of 
those  obligations.  Such  obligations  are  termed  cove- 
nants and  those  which  pass  to  the  assignee  are  those 
which  are  said  to  "run  with  the  land."^ 

For  a  covenant  to  run  with  the  land,  its  i)erformance 
or  non-performance  must  affect  the  nature^  quality,  or 
value  of  the  property  demised,  independent  of  collateral 
circumstances,  or  it  must  affect  the  mode  of  enjoyment, 
and  there  must  be  a  privity  between  the  contracting 
parties.^  But  this  class  of  promises  is  a  branch  of  the 
law  of  Real  Property  and  will  not  be  further  discussed 
here. 


1  See  LawsoQ  Riffhu,  Rem.  ft  Pr.,  $  >  Wigrgrins  Ferry  Co.  ▼.  R.  R.  Co.,  94 

2805.  111.  83. 
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PART  III. 


THE  INTERPRETATION  OF 
THE  CONTRACT. 


§  376.  Introductory. 
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§376.       Introductory. 

We  have  considered  the  elements  necessary  to  the 
Formation  of  the  Contract,  and  its  Operation  as  regards 
those  who  were  parties  to  its  formation  and  those  who 
became  interested  in  it  by  assignment.  We  now  pass  to 
the  Interpretation  of  the  Contract,  i.  e.,  the  meaning 
which  is  attached  to  it,  and  the  liabilities  thereunder, 
when  it  is  presented  to  a  court  for  enforcement.  This 
subject  is  naturally  divisible  into  two  parts,  and  will  be 
considered  in  the  two  succeeding  chapters,  viz.:  1st. 
The  sources  to  which  we  may  go  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining the  expression  by  the  parties  of  their  common 
intention — ^which  we  call  proof  of  the  contracty  and  2d, 
the  rules  which  exist  for  construing  that  intention  from 
expressions  ascertained  to  have  been  used,— which  we 
call  construction  of  the  contract. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

THE  PROOF  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

Section  377.  Proof  of  oral  contracts. 

378.  Proof  of  contracts  in  writing. 

379.  Oral  evidence  to  vary  or  contradict  writing  inadmissi- 

ible. 

I. 

Proop  of  Existence  of  Document. 

380.  Contracts  under  seal. 

381.  Written  contracts  not  under  seal. 

IL 

Pboof  of  Fact  of  Agreement. 

382.  Proof  tliat  there  is  no  valid  contract 

383.  Proof  that  the  apparent  contract  is  not  In  force. 

IIL 
Proof  of  Terms  of  Agreement. 

384.  How  far  oral  evidence  admissible. 

(a)    supplementary  agreements. 

386.  Evidence  of  supplementary  or  collateral  agreement. 

(B)      EXPLANATION  OF  TERMS. 

386.  Identity  of  parties. 

387.  Identity  of  subject-matter. 

388.  Application  of  phrases. 

389.  Latent  and  patent  ambiguity. 

(O)      USAGES  OF  TRADE. 

890.  To  explain  technical  terms  in  written  contracts. 
391.  To  add  unexpressed  terms  to  written  contracts. 

§  377.    Proof  of  Oral  Controls. 

Where  the  agreement  is  made  by  word  or  mouth,  and 
it  is  of  snch  a  character  that  it  is  not  required  to  be 
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proved  by  written  evidence, — ^as  contracts  under  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  for  example  are — the  only  thing  to 
prove  is  what  the  parties  said,  and  this  being  proved  it 
is  not  open  to  either  of  them  to  say  that  he  did  not  mean 
what  he  said.^  When  the  exact  language  of  the  parties 
is  disputed  it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  as  matter  of 
fact  what  they  did  say,  and  the  court  (the  jury  having 
found  what  they  did  say)  decides  whether  what  they 
have  said  amounts  to  an  agreement,  and  if  so  what  is  its 
effect. 

§  378.    Proof  of  Contract  in  Writing. 

An  agreement  under  seal,  as  we  have  seen,^  derives  its 
validity  from  its  form,  and  therefore  when  the  execution 
of  such  an  instrument  is  proved  the  agreement  is 
proved.  But  a  written  agreement  not  under  seal  is  only 
evidence  of  the  agreement  between  the  parties,  and 
where  the  agreement  is  not  required  by  statute  to  be  in 
writing,  it  is  optional  to  the  parties  to  express  their 
agreement  by  word  of  mouth,  by  act  or  by  writing,  or 
partly  in  one  way  and  partly  in  the  other.  Therefore  it 
will  often  happen  that  the  contract  will  have  to  be 
sought  for  in  the  words  and  acts  as  well  as  the  writing 
of  the  contracting  parties.  But  it  must  always  be  borne 
in  mind  that  so  far  as  they  have  reduced  their  agree- 
ment to  writing  they  are  not  allowed  to  prove  any  oral 
language  they  may  have  used  contradicting  or  altering 
the  writing. 

§  379.     Oral  Evidence  to  Vary  or  Contradict  Writing 

Inadmissible. 

When  parties  reduce  their  agreement  to  writing  the 
law  presumes  that  they  intend  to  embody  therein  those 

iAnteS206.  i Ante;  Deeds. 
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only  of  the  oral  negotiations  and  statements  which  have 
been  made  on  one  side  or  the  other,  which  they  have  fin- 
ally agreed  upon,  and  hence  it  excludes  and  refuses  to 
hear  evidence  of  representations  made  or  terms  offered 
during  its  negotiations;  and  will  not  admit  oral  evi- 
dence to  vary,  alter  or  add  to  the  written  agreement.^ 
Nevertheless  oral  evidence  is  necessarily  admitted  in 
some  cases  even  when  the  agreement  is  or  purports  to  be 
in  writing.  And  these  cases  are  three,  viz, :  I.  To  prove 
the  existence  of  the  document  II.  To  prove  the  fact  of 
the  agreement.  III.  To  prove  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment 

I. 

Peoof  of  Existence  of  Document. 

§380.     Contracts  Under  Seal. 

A  contract  under  seal  is  proved  by  evidence  of  the 
sealing  and  delivery.  At  common  law  when  the  deed 
was  witnessed  it  was  necesary  to  call  one  of  the  attest- 
ing witnesses  to  prove  it^  If  the  attesting  witness  was 
dead,  or  incapable  of  testifying,  or  out  of  the  jurisdict- 
ion of  the  court,  execution  of  the  deed  might  be  proved 
by  proving  the  handwriting  of  such  witness.^  But  it  is 
now  generally  held  that  when  the  attesting  witnesses 
can  not  be  produced,  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the 
party  is  sufficient,  unless  the  instrument  was  required 
by  law  to  be  attested  by  witnesses.* 

§381.     Written  Contracts  not  Under  Seal. 

Where  the  contract  is  in  writing  not  under  seal — a 
simple  contract — ^parol  evidence  is  of  course  admissible 

»See  article  26  Cent.  L.  J.  86.  Skiff.  8  Ohio  St.  8W:  Valentine  v.  Piper,  tt 

iSlory   V.    LoTett,lE.D.  Smith,  158;  ?,?|j:,f^; R?;?/•7?!fi?'*^*B^^  ^'   ^'  ^' 

Brigham  V.  Palmer,  8  Allen.  460;  Hall   v.  Elliott  v.  Dyke,  78  AU.   150. 

Phelps,  t  Johns.  461.  sSanborn  v.  Cole,  88  Vt.  600;  Landers  v. 

•  c»»...   »     T/^».*t  1  IT  n     ^mith     IM-  Bolton.  26  Cal.  894;  NewBom  V.  Luster,   18 

y.    HiUard,  86   N.   H.  4W:   Rlcbmrds   v.       "n*"  '•  *««*''  *  "«•  "'• 

443 


§382 


THE  PBOOF  OP  THE  CONTRACT.     [PAET  III. 


to  prove  the  signatures  of  the  parties,^  or  to  prove  the 
time  when  it  was  made,  where  no  date  appears,*  or  to 
show  who  the  parties  are,*  or  the  consideration,*  or  to 
supplement  the  writing  when  the  writing  eonstitates. 
only  a  part  of  the  contract^  as,  for  example,  if  A  writes 
to  B :  "I  will  give  you  |250  for  your  horse ;  if  you  accept, 
send  him  to  me  by  train ;"  to  the  conclusion  of  the  con- 
tract it  would  be  necessary  to  prove  the  despatch  of  the 
horse.  And  so  if  A  putB  the  terms  of  an  agreement  into 
a  written  offer  which  B  accepts  by  word  of  mouth ;  or  if, 
where  no  writing  is  necessary,  he  puts  a  part  of  the  terma 
into  writing  and  arranges  the  rest  orally  with  B,  parol 
evidence  must  be  given  in  both  these  cases  to  show  that 
the  contract  was  concluded  upon  those  terms  by  the  ac- 
ceptance of  B.®  So  where  a  contract  consists  of  several 
documents  which  need  oral  evidence  to  show  their  con- 
nection, such  evidence  may  be  given  to  connect  them.*^ 
Where  a  writing  is  lost  or  destroyed  parol  evidence  of 
its  contents  is  allowed  to  be  given. 

II. 
Proof  op  Fact  of  Agreement. 
§382.     Proof  that  there  is  no  Valid  Co7itract. 
It  is  always  open  to  a  party  to  prove  that  a  writing 

The  handwriting  of  a  person  if  he  re-        Bf  a  comparison  of  the    disputed  wrltinir 


^The  handwriting  of  a  person  if  he  re 
fuses  to  admit  that  the  writing  produced 
is  his,  may  be  proved  in  any  one  of  the 
following  ways.  I.  By  the  evidence  of 
any  person  who  saw  hinc  write  it.  II.  By 
the  opinion  of  any  person  acquainted  with 
his  handwriting,  that  it  is  his.  And  a  per- 
son is  said  to  M  **acquainted'*  with  an- 
other's handwriting  within  this  rule,  1st, 
when  he  has  seen  that  person  write;  Snd, 
when  he  has  received  letters  from  htm  in 
answer  to  letters  written  to  him  by  the 
witness  or  under  his  direction  or  author- 
ity; 8rd,  when  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business,  writing  purporting  to  be  written 
by  him  has  passed  through  his.  the  wit- 
ness' hands;  4th,  when  holding  at  the  time 
an  official  position,  signatures  or  writings 
of  the  person  have  come  before  him;  6tb, 
when  he  has  seen  a  signature  which  the 
person  has  acknowledged  to  be  his.      III. 
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By  a  comparison  of  the  disputed  writing 
with  other  writings  of  the  party  proved  or 
admitted  to  be  genuine,  Iv.  By  the 
opinions  of  experts  in  handwriting.  See 
Lawson  Expert    &  Opinion  Bv.  2^,  428. 

sLaWBon  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  S811. 

aid.  Barkley  v.  Tarrant,  80  S.  C.  574 
47  Am.  Rep.  868. 

«Wood  V.  Moriarty,  15  R.  I.  518. 

sLark  v.  Parlin,  78  Mo.  8». 

6Anson  Contr.  341;  Broughton  v.  Null, 
fiO  Mo.  (App.)  231. 

TBergin  v.  Williams,  188  Mass.  544;  My- 
ers V.  Munson,  65  la.  428:  Blake  v.  Cole- 
man, 22  Wis.  876:  Beer  v.  Aultman«Tay- 
lor  Co.,  8S  Minn.  M;  Colbv  v.  Dearborn,  aO 
N.  H.  836.  Aliter  as  we  haye  seen  under 
the  statute  of  frauds.  Ante. 
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which  on  its  face  appears  to  be  a  valid  contract  is  aB  a 
matter  of  fact  not  so  but  lacks  one  of  the  necessary  ele- 
ments of  a  valid  and  binding  contract.  Such  evidence 
is  admitted  not  to  alter  the  purport  of  the  agreement, 
but  to  show  that  it  was  made  under  such  conditions  as 
to  preclude  the  reality  of  consent,  or  for  such  a  purpose 
as  the  court  would  not  lend  its  aid  to  enforce.  There- 
fore he  may  show  by  oral  evidence  that  the  instrument 
is  void  or  of  no  binding  eflfect  because  it  was  entered  in- 
to under  a  mistake  or  was  obtained  by  forgery  or  fraud, 
or  through  duress,  or  was  made  on  an  illegal  considera- 
tion or  in  furtherance  of  an  illegal  object,^  or  by  persons 
incapable  of  contracting,  or  was  made  without  consider- 
ation,^ or  for  a  different  consideration  than  stated.* 

^383.    Proof  that  Apparent  Contract  is  not  in  Force. 

It  is  also  admissible  to  show  by  oral  evidence  that  the 
apparent  contract  is  not  as  a  matter  of  fact  in  force  at 
all.  Thus  a  deed  may  be  shown  to  have  been  delivered 
subject  to  the  hapi)ening  of  an  event  or  the  doing  of  an 
act.^  So,  a  simple  contract  may  be  shown  to  have  been 
signed  upon'  a  condition  which  has  not  been  performed.* 

.In  Pym  v.  Campbell^^  the  defendants  agreed  to  pur- 
chase from  the  plaintiffs  a  portion  of  the  benefits  to  be 
derived  from  a  mechanical  invention  made  by  the  plain- 
tiflfs.  The  purchase  was  to  be  made  if  one  A  approved 
of  the  invention,  but  before  this  approval  had  been  given 
they  signed  a  memorandum  of  agreement  on  the  express 

iSee  Wooden  v.  Shotwell,  48  N.   J.    (L.)  iSee  Ante,  Deeds. 

466;  Buffendeau  V  Brooks,  88  Cal.  641;  Al-  a  Pierce  v.  Woodward,  6  Pick.  900;   Shu- 

c  "  '•  "rS'^^'t^^^*^^'*'  ^*^"*°  ^c  ^°i"**  l?art  V.  Moore,  78  Pa.  St.   460;    Cuthrcll  v. 

f?i{*S!.?*c^-i^/  ^?*'  ^«'*f»*.«>°  ^-  Suipf»«5'  Cuthrell,  101  Ind.  875;  Reynolds  v.   Robin- 

S,l"-T?^^'  Sackford  V,  Ncwinfirton.  46  N.  H.  »on  no  N.Y.  664;  Westman  v.Krumwcide, 

415:  Pratt  v.Langdon  97  Mass.  97;   Greer  gO  Klinn.    818;  Biewett  v.  Borutn,    142  N. 

V.  Nutt,  54  Mo.  (App.)  4.  Y  «7 

.L.w«,n  Rightt,  R«»-  *  I^..  J  MW.  ",8  E.  *  B.  170;  War.  T.  Allen.    9   S.    C. 

sMoore  V.  Rmgo,  88  Mo.  468.  Rep  80 

445 


§  385  THE  PBOOF  OF  THE  CONTBACT,  [PART  III. 

understanding  that  th^y  did  so  for  convenience  only  and 
that  the  agreement  was  not  to  bind  them  until  the  ap- 
proval of  A  had  been  intimated.  A  did  not  approve  of 
the  invention.  The  plaintiffs  contended  that  the  agree- 
ment was  binding  and  that  the  verbal  condition  was  an 
attempt  to  vary  by  parol  the  terms  of  a  written  contract 
But  the  court  held  that  the  evidence  was  admissible. 

"The  distinction,  in  point  of  law,  is  this,  that  evidence  to  vary 
the  terms  of  an  agreement  in  writing  is  not  admissible  but  evidence 
to  show  that  there  is  not  an  agreement  at  all  is  admissible." 

III. 

Proof  of  Tebms  of  Agbeement. 

§384.    How  Far  Oral  Evidence  Admissible. 

The  rule  being  so  well  established  and  so  extensive  in 
its  operation  that  a  written  contract  cannot  be  varied  or 
added  to  by  verbal  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties, the  cases  in  which  such  evidence  will  be  admitted 
to  affect  the  terms  of  a  contract  as  they  appear  in  writ- 
ing are  necessarily  few  and  are  restricted  to  evidence 
(a)  of  supplementary  or  collateral  agreements  (b)  of 
explanation  of  terms  and  ( c )  of  usages  of  trade. 

(a) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  AGBEEMENTS. 

§385.    Evidence  of  Supplementary  or  Collateral  Agree- 
ments. 

Where  parties  to  a  contract  have  not  put  all  its  terms 
into  writing,  evidence  of  its  supplementary  terms  is  ad- 
missible, not  to  vary  but  to  complete  the  written  con- 
tract.^ 

xCookv.  Murphy.  70   III.   00;   Lyon   v.  Cobleigh,  80  N.B.  Rep.  474  (Mass.):  Browiv 

Lemon,  108  Ind.  687;   Wood    v.   Gertner.  v.  Bowen,  BO  Mo.  184;    Welz    v.  Rhodios,. 

fi6  Mich.  458;  Mobile,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Jurey,  111  87  Ind.  1,  44  Am.  Rep.  747;  Wood  ▼.  Mor> 

U.  S.  584:  Reynolds  v.  Hassam,  66  Vt.  449;  iarty,  16  R.  I.  616. 
Lash  V.  Parlin,    78  Mo.  391;  Duncan  t. 
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In  Malpas  v.  London^  etc.y  R.  Co.^  a  cattle  dealer 
wanting  to  send  some  cattle  from  Guildford  to  Isling- 
ton, they  told  him  at  Guildford  station  that  the  beasts 
would  be  duly  forwarded  to  King's  Cross ;  but  they  in- 
veigled him  into  signing  ^  consignment  note  by  which 
the  cattle  were  directed  to  be  taken  to  the  Nine  Elms 
station,  which  was  not  so  far  as  the  cattle  dealer  ex- 
pected them  to  go.  At  this  intermediate  station  they  re- 
mained and  suffered  injury.  The  company  argued  that 
the  consignment  note  was  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
terms  of  the  contract  and  therefore  that  they  had  never 
undertaken  to  carry  further  than  the  Nine  Elms  station. 
But  for  the  cattle  dealer  it  was  successfully  contended 
that  the  consignment  note  did  not  constitute  a  complete 
contract  and  that  parol  evidence  could  be  given  of  the 
conversation  that  had  taken  place  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  company's  servants  before  the  consignment  note 
was  signed.  In  r^ard  to  the  company's  argument  that 
the  written  contract  was  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
cattle  were  to  be  carried  to  Nine  Elms  and  no  farther, 
Erie,  C.  J.,  said : 

"I  think  that  it  is  not  so.  because  it  seems  clear  on  the  evidence 
that  there  may  have  been  a  contract  to  carry  to  Nine  Elms  and  an 
additional  contract  to  carry  the  cattle  on  from  thence  to  King's 
Cross.  The  parol  evidence  therefore  does  not  vary  or  contradict 
the  written  document,  but  only  makes  an  addition  to  it" 

(b) 

EXPLANATION  OF  TEEMS. 

§386.    Identity  of  Parties. 

Oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  the  indentity  of 
the  parties  to  the  contract,  as  where  two  persons  have 

«L.  R.  1  C.  P.  386. 
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the  same  name^  or  where  an  agent  has  contracted  in  his 
own  name  but  on  behalf  of  a  principal  whose  name  or 
whose  existence  he  does  not  disclose.^ 

§  387.    Identity  of  Suhject-matter. 

Oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract.  Thus,  where  the  subject  of  prop- 
erty is  described  in  the  contract  or  conveyance  by  the  lo- 
<!ality,  as  being  in  a  particular  town  or  place ;  or  by  its 
character,  quality,  or  use,  as  in  a  contract  to  sell  ^'the 
mill  property ;"  or  by  the  ownership,  as  in  a  contract  to 
sell  "my  house,"  or  "Mr.  Cs  house;"  or  by  the  occupa- 
tion of  a  certain  person, — ^in  all  such  cases  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  what  is  the  property  answering  to 
the  description  of  place,  character,  ownership,  or  oc- 
<;upation  or  what  is  reputed  so  to  be.* 

§388.    Application  of  Phrases. 

Oral  evidence  is  also  admissible  in  ^planation  of 
words  in  the  contract  not  describing  the  subject-matter 
of  the  contract,  but  the  amount  and  character  of  the  re- 
sponsibility which  one  of  the  parties  takes  upon  him- 
self as  to  the  conditions  of  the  contract.*  Where  a  ves- 
sel is  warranted  "seaworthy,"  a  house  promised  to  be 
kept  in  "tenantable"  repair,  a  thing  undertaken  to  be 
done  in  a  "reasonable"  manner,  evidence  is  admissible 
to  show  the  application  of  these  phrases  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract,  and  so  to  ascertain  the  intention 
of  the  parties.* 

iJohnson  V.  Bennett,  87  la.  679:  Cleve-  Maas.  161;  Home  v.  Chatham,  04  Tex.  86: 

land  V.  Bumham,  64    Wis.   847-   Sauer   v.  Robinson  v.  Douthit,  64  Tex.  101:    Lyman 

Blinker,  77  Mo.  889;  Bartlett  v.Remin^ton,  v.  Gednev,  114  111.  888:  Baker  v.  McArthur, 

69  N.  H.  864;  Nutt  v.  Humphrey,   32    Kan.  64  Mich.  180;  Thompson  v.  Stewart,  60    la. 

100:   Kelly  v.  Thuey,  102  Mo.  688;  Hartzell  223;  Chambers  v. Watson,  60  la.  889,  46  Am. 

V.  Crumb.  90  Mo.  680:  Anderson  v.    Dyer,  Rep.  70. 

81  Me.  104.     See  Heffron   v.    Pollard,   28  i  Ganson  v.  Madigan,  16  Wis.  144. 
Cent.  L.  J.  4SB8. 


iLeakeContr.  211;  Barrett  v.  Murphy, 
140  Mass.  188;  Thomell   v.    Brockton,   141 
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§389 


§  389.     Latent  and  Patent  Ambiguity. 


Oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  a  latent  ambig- 
uity in  the  instrument.  A  latent  ambiguity  is  where 
you  show  that  words  apply  to  two  different  things  or 
subject-matters,  and  then  evidence  is  admissible  to  show 
which  of  them  was  the  thing  or  subject-matter  in- 
tended.^ 

In  Sa/rgent  v.  Adams/^  the  defendant  entered  into  a 
written  agreement  to  lease  to  the  plaintiff  the  "Adams 
House"  in  Boston  for  a  term  of  ten  years.  The  defend- 
ant had  fitted  up  an  old  hostelry  called  the  Lamb  Tavern 
as  a  hotel  and  had  christened  it  the  "Adams  House." 
The  entrance  to  the  hotel  was  on  Washington  street,  and 
was  numbered  371.  The  rest  of  the  ground  floor  of  the 
building  was  fitted  up  for  stores  which  were  numbered 
1,  2,  3,  4  and  5,  Adams  House.  When  the  time  came 
for  the  defendant  to  present  the  plaintiff  with  the  lease 
the  latter  discovered  that  it  did  not  include  all  these 
stores,  but  only  one  of  them.  He  therefore  refused  to  ac- 
cept it  and  brought  an  action  to  recover  back  a  sum  of 
money  which  he  had  advanced  to  the  defendant  under 
the  agreement.  But  the  Supreme  Court  allowed  the  de- 
fendant to  prove  by  parol  that  the  agreement  originally 
was  that  the  lease  should  include  only  the  hotel  proper 
and  one  of  the  stores,  saying: 

"The  court  are  of  opinion,  that  this  constituted  a  case  of  latent 
ambiguity  as  that  is  understood  and  explained  in  this  department 
of  the  law.  It  falls  under  that  class  of  cases  where  the  very  gen- 
eral description  adopted  in  a  contract  will  apply  to  two  distinct 
subjects  and  so  there  is  a  latent  ambiguity." 


iWaymack  v.  Heilmao,  26  Ark.  440; 
Wood  V.  AufiTUB^ne,  61  Mo.  46;  Baldwin  ▼. 
Wintlow,  2  Minn. 318;  Fenderaon  ▼.  Owen, 
54  Me.  874,  92  Am.  Dec.  661;  Stone  v.  Al- 
drich,  48  N.  H.  52;  Simpson  ▼.  Kimberlin, 
12  Kan.  579;  Jenkins  ▼.  Cooper,  90  Ala. 
419;  American  Express  Co.  v.  Scbier,  66 
111.  140;  Lowry  ▼.  Adams,  22  Vt.  160;  Con- 
over  V.  Warden,  20  N.  J.  (Eq  )  286;  Davis 
V.  Shaw,  42  Md.  410;  Terrell  v.  Walker.  60 


N.  C.  244-  Poindexter  v.  McCannon,  1 
Dev.  Eq.  878. 18  Am.  Dec.  601 ;  Armstronsr 
V.  Burrows.  6  Watts  266;  Insurance  Co.  v. 
Troop.  22  Mich.  146;  Greene  v.  Day,  84 
Iowa  828:  Sarrent  v.  Adams,  8  Grav,  79, 
68  Am.  Dec.  718;  Hinneman  v.  Rosen - 
beck,  89  N.  T.  96;  Verzan  v.  McGrefiror,  28 
Cal.  839. 


28  Gray,  72,  68  Am.  Dec.  718. 


29 


449 


§  390  THE  PROOF  OF  THE  CONTBACT.  [PAET  III. 


I 


But  what  is  called  a  pa4;ent  ambiguity,  i.  e.,  an  ambig- 
uity appearing  on  the  face  of  the  iuBtrument  itself,  can- 
not be  explained  by  parol.'  Thus,  where  a  bill  of  ex- 
change waa  drawn  for  "two  hundred  pounds"  but  the  1 
figures  at  the  top  were  "245,"  evidence  was  not  admitted 
to  show  that  the  bill  was  intended  to  be  drawn  for  the 
larger  amount.^ 

In  Bradley  v.  Rees,^  a  testator  devised  land  to  "the 
four  boys,"  and  parol  evidence  was  held  admissible  to 
show  that  he  had  seven  sons  three  of  whom  were  adults 
living  in  their  own  homes  and  four  minors  living  with 
him,  and  that  the  latter  were  the  "four  boys"  meant. 

"It  is  said  that  this  is  a  patent  ambiguity,  and  it  is  only  latent  am- 
biguities which  can  be  explained  by  parol  proof.  We  do  not  think 
so.  Take  the  will  upon  its  face  the  inference  would  naturally 
be  that  the  testator  had  but  four  sons,  and  there  is  therefore  on 
the  face  of  the  will,  no  ambiguity.  It  is  only  from  proof  aliunde 
that  there  were  seven  sons  that  any  ambiguity  is  made  apparent" 

(C) 
USAGES  OF  TRADE. 

§390.     To  Explain  Technical  Terms  in  Written  Con- 
tracts, 

The  customs  of  particular  classes  of  men  soon  gire  to 
particular  words  different  meanings  from  those  which 
they  may  have  among  other  classes,  or  in  the  community 
generally.  Mercantile  contracts  are  commonly  framed 
in  a  language  peculiar  to  merchants,  and  hardly  under- 
stood outside  their  world.  Agreements  which  are  en- 
tered into  every  day  in  the  year  between  members  of  dif- 
ferent trades  and  professions  are  expressed  in  technical 

•Aspden'B  Esute,  2  Wall.  Jr.  368.  '118  III.  887,  65  Am.  Rep.  430. 

4  Sanderson  v.  Piper,  5  Blag.  N.  C.  425. 
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and  uncommon  terms.  The  intentions  of  the  parties, 
though  perfectly  well  known  to  themselves,  would  be  de- 
feated were  the  language  employed  to  be  strictly  con- 
construed  according  to  its  ordinary  meaning  in  the 
world  at  larga  Hence,  while  words  in  a  contract 
relating  to  the  ordinary  transactions  of  life  are  to 
be  construed  according  to  their  plain,  ordinary  and 
popular  meaning,  yet  if,  in  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract,  particular  words  and  ex- 
pressions have  by  usage  acquired  a  meaning,  dif- 
ferent from  their  plain,  ordinary  and  popular  mean- 
ing, the  parties  using  those  words  in  such  a  con- 
tract must  be  taken  to  have  used  them  in  their  peculiar 
sense.  And  so  words  technical  or  ambiguous  on  their 
face,  or  foreign  or  peculiar  to  the  sciences  or  the  arts, 
or  to  particular  trades,  professions,  occupations  or  lo- 
calities, may  be  explained,  where  they  are  employed  in 
written  instruments,  by  parol  evidence  of  usage.^ 

The  evidence  is  not  incomi)etent  because  the*  words 
are  in  their  ordinary  meaning  unambiguous,  for  the 
principle  of  admission  is  that  words  perfectly  unambig- 
uous in  their  ordinary  meaning  are  used  by  the  parties 
in  a  different  sense.^  What  words  are  more  plain  and 
unambiguous  on  their  face  than  such  words  as  "a  thou- 
sand," "a  week,"  *'a  day"?  Yet,  "a  thousand"  by  the 
custom  of  the  particular  business  or  trade  has  been 
shown  to  mean  twelve  hundred  and  seven  hundred  re- 
spectively ;  "a  week,"  a  week  only  during  a  portion  of 
the  year ;  "a  day,"  only  ten  hours.^ 

iBrennemanv.  Brush,  30  S  W.  Rep.  a  Smith  v.  Wilson,  8  B.  &  A .  T88;    Sou- 

60Q  (Tex.).  Sec  Lawsor.  Usages  &  Customs.  tier  v.  Kellerroan,    18  Mo     509:    Grant    v. 

Article  in  12  Cyc.  1028  as  to  the   requisites  Maddox,  16  M.  &  W.  787;  Horion  v.  Locke, 

of  a  valid  usag^e.  B  Hill  487. 

2Law8on,  Usages  &  Customs,  §  181. 
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§391.  To  Add  Unexpressed  Terms  to  Written  Contracts. 

And  it  has  been  long  recognized  by  the  courts  that  it 
is  quite  as  necessary  to  allow  usage  to  explain  what  was 
purposely  left  unsaid  as  what  was  clothed  in  technical 
language,  the  principle  on  which  such  usages  are  admit- 
ted resting  on  the  "presumption  that  in  such  trans- 
actions the  parties  did  not  mean  to  express  in  writing 
the  whole  of  the  contract  by  which  they  intended  to  be 
bound,  but  to  contract  with  reference  to  those  known 
usages."^ 


lAnte,  Chap.  II. 
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CHAPTER  XI. 

THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 

Section  392.  Introductory. 

393.  First  Rule  of  CoBBtruction — ^Intent  of  Parties. 

394.  Second  Rule — ^Words  Taken  in  Their  Ordinary  Mean- 

ing. 

395.  Third  Rule — ^Whole  Instrument  Looked  to. 

396.  Subsidiary  Rules. 

397.  Several  Instruments  Construed  as  One. 

398.  Inconsistent  and  Repugnant  Words. 

399.  Expressio  unius — Genial  and  Specific  Directions. 

400.  Construction  by  the  Parties. 

401.  Legal  and  Reasonable. 

402.  Written  and  Printed  Words. 

403.  Grammar  and  Punctuation. 

404.  Construction  Against  Party  Using  Words. 

§  392.    Introductory. 

The  object  of  the  rules  of  construction  is  to  ascertain 
the  intention  of  the  parties.^ 

"The  great  object  of  construction  is  to  collect  from  the  terms  or 
language  of  the  instrument,  the  manner  and  extent  to  which  the 
parties  intended  to  be  bound.  To  facilitate  this,  the  law  has  de- 
vised certain  rules,  which  are  not  merely  conventional,  but  are 
the  canons  by  which  all  writings  are  to  be  construed,  and  the  mean- 
ing and  intention  of  men  to  be  ascertained.  These  rules  are  to  be 
applied  with  consistency  and  uniformity.  They  constitute  a  part 
of  the  common  law  and  the  application  of  them,  in  the  interpreta- 
tion and  construction  of  dispositive  writings,  is  not  descretionary 
with  courts  of  Justice,  but  an  imperative  duty.  If  it  were  otherwise, 
no  lawyer  would  be  safe  in  advising  upon  the  construction  of  a  writ- 
ten instrument,  nor  any  party  in  taking  under  it.'" 


1  Matthews  t.  Phelps,  61  Mich.  827.  1       (App.)  887.    The  construction   of  a  written 
Am.  St.  Rep.  fiSl;  Smith  ▼.  Kerr,  106  N.       contract  is  for  the  court  and  not  for  the 


Y.  81,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  868:  Field  t.  Lester,       jury:  Graham  v.  Sadlier,46  N.  B.  Rep.  221 
118  111.  17;  Flagg    ▼.  Bames,  40  Vu  21;       (111.). 

I,  84M 
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Hunter  v.  Miller,  6  B.  Mon.  619;  Gray  v.  t County  of  Johnson  v.Wood,  84  Mo.  489. 

Clark,  11  Vt.  588;  Belch  y.  Miller,  82  Mo.  ' 


§  394   THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  CONTBACT.  [PART  III. 

§  393.    First  RiUe  of  Construction — Intent  of  Parties. 

When  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties these  technical  rules  of  construction  ought  not  to  be 
resorted  to.^  The  first  main  rule  and  the  founda- 
tion rule  of  construction  is  therefore  that  when  the 
meaning  of  language  is  to  be  determined  by  the  court 
the  intent  of  the  parties^  expressed  in  the  words  they 
have  usedy  must  govern.^ 


§  394.    Second  RtUe — Words  Taken  in  Their  Ordinary 

Meamng. 

The  second  main  rule  is  that  words  are  to  be  taken 
in  their  ordinary  and  popular  meaning.*  The  law  pre- 
sumes that  a  x>^rson  meant  what  his  language,  by  its 
terms  and  under  the  circumstances  in  which  it  was 
used,  would  be  fairly  understood  to  mean,  and  this  pre- 
sumption cannot  be  rebutted  by  proof  that  he  in- 
tended something  more  or  different  which  he  did  not  ex- 
press, and  which  the  person  dealing  with  him  neither  un- 
derstood nor  had  reason  to  understand.^  This  is,  of 
course,  subject  to  evidence  that  by  the  usage  of  trade 
or  otherwise  the  words  have  acquired  a  peculiar  mean- 
ing;* and  technical  words  are  to  be  interpreted  as 
usually  understood  by  persons  in  the  profession  or  bus- 
iness to  which  they  relate  ;*  ( unless,  it  must  be  observed, 
they  are  clearly  used  in  a  different  sense  f  for  it  is  ob- 


iNoyes  v.  Nichols,  28  Vt.  669;  Walker  v. 
Douglass,  70  111.  527:  D wight  v.  Ins.  Co., 
108  N.  Y.  847,  8  N.  E.  Rep.  654,  67  Am. 
Rep.  412;  WiUUmson  v.  McClure,  87  Pa. 
St.  409. 

a  Melick  v.  Pidcock,44  N.  J.  (Eq.)  685, 15 
Atl.  Rep.  8;  Edwards  v.  Bowden,  99  N. 
C.  80, 5  S.  E.  Rep.  288;  Radel  v.  Sharlan, 
06  Wis.  188,  28  N.  W.  Rep.  136:  Chesapeake, 
etc.,  Canal  Co.  v.  Hill,  15  Wall.  94;  Ford 
Y.  Beech,  11  Q.  B.  852;  Davis  v.  Hendrix, 
69  Mo.  (App.)  444. 

1  Hawes  ▼.  Smith,  12  Me.  429;  Mans- 
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field,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Veeder,  17  Ohio  385: 
Stearns  v.  Sweet,  78  111.  446;  Donahue  v. 
McNulty,  24  Cat.  411,  85  Am.  Dec.  78; 
Bradshaw  v.  Bradbury,  64  Mo.  334;  Pot- 
ter V.  Ins.  Co.,  68  Fed.  Rep.  892. 

2  Clark  V.  Little,  39  Vt.  406;  Sachleben 
V.  Wolfe,  61  Mo.  (App.)  34;  Ante,   chap.  I. 

3  Ante,  §  890. 

4  Dana  v.  Fielder,  12  N.  V.  40;  G«uch  t. 
Ins.  Co.,  88  111.  251;  Ellmaker  v.  Ellmaker, 
4  Watts  89.     See  ante,  {  890. 

s  Jackson  v  Myers.  3  Johns.  888;  Bow^ 
man  v    Long,  89  111.  19,  21. 


CH.  XI.]  THE  C0N8TBU0TI0N  OF  THE  CONTBACT.  §  395 

vious  that  if  the  expressions  and  phrases  used  by  unpro- 
fessional men  in  their  various  negotiations  were  always 
to  be  taken  in  their  technical  sense,  the  interpretation 
would  often  violate  their  true  intent  and  meaning.)^ 

§  395.     Third  Rule — Whole  Instrument  Looked  To. 

The  third  main  rule  is  that  that  construction  will  be 
given  which  will  best  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties to  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  the  agreement;^ 
and  to  ascertain  the  intention,  regard  must  be  had  to 
the  nature  of  the  instrument,  the  condition  of  the  par- 
ties executing  it  and  the  objects  which  they  had  in 
view.^ 

Courts  will  examine  the  whole  of  the  Contract,  and 
so  construe  each  part  with  the  others  that  all  of  them 
may,  if  possible,  have  some  effect,'  for  it  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  each  part  was  inserted  for  a  purpose  and  has 
its  office  to  perform.*  So  where  two  clauses  are  incon- 
sistent they  should  be  construed  so  as  to  give  effect  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties  as  gathered  from  the  whole 
instrument*  So  every  word  will,  if  possible,  be  made  to 
operate,  if  by  law  it  may,  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  i)arties.® 


e  Wynkoop  v.  Cowiofir,  91  111.  181. 

1  Inconsistencies  in  a  deed  are  to  be 
reconciled,  if  possible.  The  old  rule  that 
the  earlier  clause  controls  the  later  one  is 
only  applicable  when  reconcilement  is 
ImpossiDle.  Waterman  v.  Andrews,  14  R. 
I.  &9Q.  So  the  construction  of  a  deed  which 
requires  the  rejection  of  a  whole  clause 
thereof  will  not  be  adopted,  except  from 
unavoidable  necessity.  City  of  Allen  v. 
Trans.  Co.,  18  111.  W,  52  Am.  Dec.  479. 
The  clauses  may  be  transpowed  so  as  to 
ffive  it  its  apparent  construction.  Stalon 
▼.  Mullis,  99  N.  C.  68S. 

*  Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Jurey,  111  U.  S. 
564;  Strong  V.  Gregory.  19  Ala.  46:  Benja- 
min v.  McConnell,  9  ill.  580, 46  Am.  Dec. 
474;  Conwell  ▼.  Pumphrey,  9  Ind.  185, 68 
Am.  Dec.  611;  Montgomery  v.  Ins.  Co., 
16  B.  Mon.  4S7;  White  v.  Booker,  4  Met. 
967;  Akin  v.  Drummond,  S  La.  Ann.  93; 


Field  V.  Woodmancy,  10  Cush.  4S7;  Pen- 
fold  ▼.  Ins.  Co.,  86  N.  Y.  817;  Reed  v.  Ins. 
Co.,  95  U.  S.  88;  Wilson  v.  Roots,  119  111- 
879;  Nash  V.  Towne.  5  Wall.  689;  Grabb 
y.  Grabb,  101  Pa.  St.  11. 

s  Chicago,&c.,R.Co.  ▼. Aurora,  99111.  806; 
Goosey  ▼.  Goosey,  48  Miss.  817;  Ward  v. 
Whitney,  8  N.  Y,  446;  Heywood  v.  Perin, 
10  Pick.  380;  Davis  v.  Rider.  68  lU.  417; 
Bowman  v.  Long,  80  111.  19;  Bell  v.  Bruen, 
1  How.  169;  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Roost,  56 
Ohio  St.  581,  46  N.  B.  Rep.  1007;  Davis  v. 
Hendriz,  59  Mo.  (App.)  444. 

4  .\lton  V.  TransporUtion  Co.,  18  111.  56. 

s  Efent  V.  Alexander,  15  Mo.  App.  181. 

•  Richardson  V.  Palmer,  88  N.  H.  318; 
Moore  V.  Griffin,  88  Me.  860;  Howell  v. 
Howell,  7  Ired.  491, 47  Am.  Dec.  885.  Hay- 
wood V.  Perin,  10  Pick.  398. 
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This  rule  may  seem  to  conflict  with  the  second  main 
rule,  but  the  meaning  is  this,  that  men  will  be  taken  to 
have  meant  precisely  what  they  have  said,  unless,  from 
the  whole  tenor  of  the  instrument,  a  definite  meaning 

« 

can  be  collected  which  gives  a  broader  or  narrower  inter- 
pretation to  specific  words  than  their  literal  meaning 
would  bearJ 

Thus  where  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  stock  of  goods 
in  a  store  provided  that  it  should  be  null  and  void  "if 
the  said  property  should  be  sold  or  conveyed,"  it  was 
held  that,  although  the  words  were  broad  enough  to 
cover  any  kind  of  a  sale,  the  intention  of  the  parties  was 
clearly  not  that  they  should  have  so  wide  a  meaning ;  for 
such  a  construction  "would  bring  the  first  mercantile 
sale  at  the  counter  within  the  condition ;"  but  the  kind 
of  sale  the  parties  intended  was  a  sale  of  the  entire  in- 
terest in  the  stock.®  And,  however  broad  may  be  the 
words  used,  they  will  not  be  extended  to  those  things 
concerning  which  it  appears  that  the  parties  did  not  in- 
tend to  contract.®  Thus  where  a  contract  of  agency  stip- 
ulates that  the  agent  shall  devote  his  "entire  time^'  to 
the  business  of  the  principal,  this  will  not  be  construed 
to  mean  that  he  shall  work  every  hour  of  every  day  or 
even  every  day ;  but  that  he  shall  have  the  customary 
time  for  rest,  recreation  and  amusement — that  he  shall 
work  as  others  in  the  same  business  are  accustomed  to 
do.^^ 

§396.     Subsidiary  Rules. 

Subsidiary  to  these  three  main  rules  there  are  a  num- 

1  Anson  Contr.  262;  Canal  Co.  v.  Hill,  8  Hoffman  v.  Ins.  Co..  83  N.  Y.  406,  88 

16  Wall.  M;  Walker  v.   Doufi^lass,  70  111.  Am.  Dec.  887. 

♦46;Chorm  V.  Schippcr,  51  N.  J.  (L.)l.l«  •  Hoffman  v.  Ins.  Co.,    82  N.  Y.  405; 

^cS-^P-NT^^^^S^^'^iS^^^Sf^'      u    •^-  <^S^  ▼•  Tirrell,  0  Allen,  289;  Frisby  ▼. 

?*i  ^H^'  ?*i^SSo   ^' T?*****^*^""  «S-  Ballance,4  Scam.  887;  Robinson  v.  Stow» 

^^J^"*!  ^^'    ^'m^o^?*-'^*P-    ^'       Will.  568. 

Ehrbck  V.  Ins.  Co.,  88  Mo.  849.  ,  ,  ^^^^.^^  ^, ^^  ^^    ^  ^^  ^ 

456 


OH.  XI.]  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  CONTRACT.     §  399 

ber  of  others  all  tending  to  the  same  end,  the  effecting 
of  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  so  far  as 
it  can  be  discerned. 

§397.     Several  Instruments  Construed  as  One. 

Courts  will,  where  two  or  more  instruments  are  ex- 
ecuted at  the  time,  relate  to  the  same  subject-mat- 
ter, and  one  refers  to  the  other,  either  tacitly  or  ex- 
pressly, take  them  together  and  construe  them  as  one 
instrument.^  So  where  two  instruments  are  executed 
as  parts  of  the  same  transaction  and  agreement,  whether 
at  the  same  or  different  times,  they  will  be  taken  and 
construed  together .^ 

§398.     Inconsistent  and  Repugnant  Words. 

Courts  will  reject  words  which  are  wholly  inconsist- 
ent with  the  nature  of  the  contract  or  the  manifest  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.*  And,  if  no  meaning  can  be  given  to 
a  word  from  the  connection  in  which  it  is  used,  consist- 
ently with  the  intent  on  an  examination  of  the  whole  in- 
strument, it  will  be  treated  as  surplusage.* 

§  399.     Exprcssio    JJnhis — General    and    Specific  De- 
scription. 

In  accordance  with  the  niasim  Expressio  univs  exclu- 


1  Adams  V.  Hill,  16  Me.  216;  Vaugine  ▼. 
Taylor,  18  Ark.  86;  Dillingham  v.  Estill.  8 
Dana,  28;  Rorabacher  ▼.  Lee,  16  Mich.  160; 
Rogers  v.  Kneeland,  18  Wend.  114; 
Spangler  ▼.  Springer,  88  Pa.  St.  454; 
SewaTl  ▼.  Henry,  9  Ala.  S4;  Logan  t,  Tib- 
bett  4  G.  Greene,  889;  McDonald  v. 
Wolff,  40  Mo.  (App.)  802. 

*  Stephens  v.  Baird,  0  Cow.  274:  Make- 
peace V.  Harvard  College,  10  Pick.  9QS. 
So  Am.  Dec.  521;Sibley  v.  Holden,  10  Pick. 
SSO;  Wallis  ▼.  Beauchainp,  16  Tex.  808; 
Strong  V.  Barnes,  11  Vt.  »1,  84  Am.  Dec. 
684:  Duncan  ▼.  Charles,  6  111.  661;  Reed 


V.  Field,  15  Vt.  672:  Norton  v.  Kearney. 
10  Wis.  448;  Berry  v.  Wisdom,  8  Ohio  St. 
241;  Houck  v.  Frisbie,  66  Mo.  (App.)  16. 

1  Salmon  Falls  Manfg.  Co.  ▼.  Ports- 
mouth Co.,  46  Ni  H.  249;  Buck  ▼.  Burk, 
18  N.  Y.  887;  Hibbard  ▼.  McKinley,  28111. 
840:  Iredell  v.  Barbee,  9  Ired.  260;  Stock- 
ton V.  Turner.  7  I.  J.  Marsh.  192;  Sute  Bk. 
▼.  Stewart,  08  Va.  447,  86  S.  E.  Rep.  548; 
Sharp  ▼.  Thompson.  100  111.447,  39  Am. 
Rep.  66. 

2  Tucker  v.  Weeks,  8  Sweeny  786;  Wella 
T.  Tre^usan.  8  Salk.  468. 
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810  (Uteriua — the  statement  of  one  thing  is  the  exclus- 
ion of  others — ^the  express  mention  in  an  agreement  of 
one  thing  or  of  one  person  or  place  or  of  a  particular 
class  or  number  implies  the  exclusion  from  the  intention 
of  the  parties  of  all  others  not  mentioned.^ 

So  general  words  following  particular  or  specific 
terms  as  restricted  in  meaning  to  those  things  or  mat- 
ters which  are  of  the  same  kind  with  those  first  men- 
tioned.* Thus  where,  in  a  contract  for  shipment  of 
horses,  the  shipper  agreed  to  take  the  risk  of  injury  to 
the  horses  "in  loading,  unloading,  conveyance,"  and 
"otherwise,"  and  the  company  put  the  horses  in  a  car 
with  a  defective  floor  and  they  were  injured,  it  was  held 
liable,  the  court  saying  that  the  word  "otherwise"  meant 
injuries  caused  during  Ijie  loading,  unloading,  and 
transportation  of  the  animals,  and  did  not  extend  to  its 
failure  to  furnish  safe  cars.  The  word  was  wide  enough 
to  include  any  kind  of  a  loss,  even  from  the  carrier's  not 
sending  them  at  all  or  refusing  to  deliver  them,  but  it 
was  restricted  to  the  kinds  of  things  mentioned  before 
it.8 

So,  general  expressions  will  be  restricted  by  particu- 
lar descriptions  or  additions  appended  to  them.* 

§400.     Construction  hy  the  Parties. 

Courts  will  consider,  where  the  intent  is  doubtful,  the 
acts  of  the  parties,  the  surrounding  circumstances  and 
the  manner  in  which  the  contract  has  been  ekecuted  by 
both  or  one  of  the  parties  with  the  express  or  implied  as- 


1  Hearne  v.  Ins.  Co.,  20  Wall.  498;  Ham-  3  Hawklas  v.  R.  Co.,17  Mich.  67.  97  Am. 

merquist  v.    Swensson,  44  111.  App.  887;        Dec.  179. 
Higpns   V.  Eagleton.  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  2<6.  4  Leake  Contr.  278:  Johnson  County  v. 

«  Rallton   V.  Taylor,  ao   R.  I.  a79f  38       Wood,  84  Mo.  489;  Railton  v.  Taylor,  30  R. 
Atl.  Rep.  gSa:  Terrance  ▼.  McDougald,  18       I.  279,  88  Atl.  Rep.  980. 
Ga.  526;  Vaugban    v.  Porter,  16   vt.  266; 
Baxter  v.  State,  9  Wis.  88;  Saner  v.  Bilton, 
7  Ch.  Div.  815. 
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sent  of  the  other.^  "Tell  me,"  said  an  English  chancellor, 
"what  you  have  done  under  a  deed,  and  I  will  tell  you 
what  tiiat  deed  means.  "^  Yet,  where  the  meaning  is 
clear  an  erroneous  construction  of  it  by  the  parties  will 
not  control  its  effect.^ 

§401.    Legal  and  Reasonable. 

Courts  will,  where  the  meaning  of  the  language  used  is 
doubtful,  or  susceptible  of  two  senses,  adopt  that  mean- 
ing which  would  give  effect  to  the  instrument  as  a  yalid 
and  legal  contract,  rather  than  that  which  would  render 
it  inoperative.^  Thus  where  a  note  was  given  payable 
January  1,  1836,  "with  interest  from  1835."  it  was  held 
that  interest  was  recoverable  from  January  1,  1835,  be- 
cause otherwise  the  clause  as  to  interest  would  be  of  no 
effect.^ 

In  a  Missouri  case  a  ferry  company  and  a  railroad 
had  entered  into  an  agreement  in  which  the  latter  stip- 
ulated that  it  would  use  the  ferry  for  carrying  its  trains, 
passengers  and  freight  across  the  Mississippi  river  at 
St.  Louis^  and  that  "no  other  than  the  said  ferry  shall 
ever  be  employed"  by  the  railroad.  Subsequently  a 
bridge  was  built  across  the  river  and  the  railroad  used 
that.    The  court  held  that  if  the  provision  meant  that 


1  Camden,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Llppincott,  45 
N.  J.  (L.)  418;  Cbicaffo  v.  Sheldon,  9  Wall. 
«0;  People  v.  Murphv,  119  111.  150-  Topliff 
▼.  Topliff,  122  U.  S.  121;  Matthews  v. 
Danahy,  26  Mo.  App.  660;  Jennings  v. 
Machine  Co.,  188  Maaa.  594;  Reed  v.  Ins. 
Co.,  95  U.  S.  28;  Shouse  v.  Doane,  80  Fla. 
as,  21  South.  Rep.  807;  Childers  v.  Bank, 
147  Ind.  480,  46  N.  B.  Rep.  825;  Rockfeller 
▼.  Merritt,  76  Fed.  Rep.  W0;  Garner  v.  Ins. 
Co.,  88  Minn.  74;  Rose  v.  Carbonating  Co., 
^  Mo.  (App.)  28;  Robinson  v.  Hyer,  86 
Fla.  644,  17  South.  Rep.  045:  Davis  ▼. 
Ravenna  Co.,  48  Neb.  471,  67  N.  W.  Rep. 
486;  Leavitt  v.  Windsor  Co..  54  Fed.  Rep. 
480;  O'Dea  v.  Winona,  41  Minn.  424,  48  N. 
W.  Rep.  07. 

>  Att.  Gen.  v.  Drummond,  1  Dm.  &  W. 
4168. 


9  Railroad  Co.  v.  Trimble,  10  Wall.  867; 
Davis  v.  Shafer,  60  Fed.  Rep.  764. 

1  Thrall  v.  Newall,  10  Vt.  202.47  Am. 
Dec.  682;  Lorillard  v.  Hyde,  86  N.  V.  884; 
Findley  v.  Armstrongr,  28  W.  Va.  118; 
Peckham  v.  Haddock,  86  111.  88;  Morancy 
v.  Dumesnil,  8  La.  Ann.  368;  Archibald  v. 
Thomas,  3  Cow.  284;  Hunter  v.  Anthony,  8 
Jones  385,  80  Am.  Dec.  888;  Peckham  v. 
Haddock,  86  lU.  38;  Field  v.  Leiter,  118 
111.  17;  'Atwood  v.  Cobb,  16  Pick.  220; 
Anthony  v.  Hitchcock.  71  Fed.  Rep.  660; 
Hobbs  V.  McLean,  117  U.  S.  567;  U.  S.  v. 
R.  R.  Co.,  118  U.  S.  235;  Saunders  v.  Clark 
20  Cal.  299. 

2  Evans  v.  Sanders,  8  Port.  497«  38  Am 
Dec.  207. 
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no  other  ferry  company  should  be  employed  the  agree- 
ment was  valid  but  if  it  meant  that  no  other  improved 
means  of  carrying  should  be  used  it  was  illegal  as 
against  public  policy.  Therefore  the  contract  would  be 
construed  to  mean  the  former  so  as  to  render  it  valid  so 
far  as  the  employment  of  another  ferry  was  concerned 
rather  than  the  latter  which  would  render  the  whole 
agreement  absolutely  void.^ 

And  courts  will  not,  unless  the  intention  is  clearly 

.  manifest,  so  construe  the  contract  m  to  give  one  of  the 

parties  an  unfair  or  unreasonable  advantage  over  the 

other.'*     They  will  not  construe  the  agreement  so  as  to 

work  a  forfeiture  if  it  can  be  avoided.*^ 


§402.     Written  and  Printed  Words. 

In  the  interpretation  of  a  contract  of  which  a  portion 
is  printed  and  a  portion  written,  courts  will  give  greater 
weight  to  the  written  portion  than  to  the  printed  words, 
where  they  are  in  conflict  and  tend  to  different  results  ;* 
for,  as  has  been  well  said,  the  language  of  printed 
blanks  prepared  for  general  use  is  readily  assumed  to  be 
appropriate  in  the  particular  instance  without  careful 
examination,  and  hence  it  is  not  so  likely  to  express  the 
real  intention  of  the  parties  as  the  written  words  spec- 
ially selected  by  themselves  for  the  particular  transact- 
ion.2  And  a  printed  billhead  or  letterhead  cannot  be 
allowed  to  control,  modify,  or  alter  the  terms  of  a  con- 


3  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  R.  Co.,  xa8 
Mo.  924, 

4  Russell  V.  Allerton,  108  N.  Y.  888; 
Wilson  ▼.  Marlow,  66  111.  885;  Royaltoo  v. 
Turnpike  Co.,  14  Vt.  811;  Bickford  v. Coop- 
er, 41  Pa.  St.  143;  Gale  v.  Dean.  SO  111.  880; 
Crabtreev.  Hafenbaugh,  25  111.288;  Mc- 
Manus  v.  Clothing  Co.,  84  Mo.  (A pp.)  40; 
County  of  Johnson  ▼.  Wood,  84  Mo.  489. 

s  Franklin  las.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  08  Ind.  7. 

1  Clark  V.  Woodruff,  83  N.  Y.  518;  Rus- 
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sell  V.  Bondie,  61  Mich.  76;  Thornton  v.  R.. 
R.  Co.,  84  Ala.  100,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  887; 
Howland  v.  Ins.  Co.,  Anth.  81;  American 
Ex.  Co.  V.  Pinckney,  SO  111.  SOS;  People  v. 
Dulaney,  06  III.  508;  Chadsey  v.  Guion,  OT 
N.Y.  338;  Howard  Fire  Ins.Co.v.Bruner,  28 
Pa.  St.  50:  Sturm  v.  Boker,  150  U.  S.  813; 
Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Graddy,  25  Neb. 
840, 41  N.  W.  Rep.  800;  Sprague  Bl.  Co.. 
V.  Board,  88  N.  W.  Rep.  832  (Minn.). 

s  Benj.  Prin.  of  Contr.  107. 
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tract  clearly  expressed  in  writing  below  it.^  In  an  Illinois 
case  a  person  wrote  another  .an  unconditional  offer  to 
buy  certain  goods,  and  the  other  wrote  back,  accepting 
the  offer,  the  acceptance  being  unqualified,  but  written 
on  a  letterhead,  at  the  top  of  which  were  printed  the 
words,  "AH  sales  subject  to  strikes  and  accidents."  It 
was  held  that  these  words  formed  no  part  of  the  con- 
tract.^ But  this  rule  only  applies  where  the  written  and 
printed  parts  cannot,  upon  any  reasonable  construction, 
be  reconciled.*^ 


§403.      Grammar  and  Punctuation, 

Courts  will  not  be  precise  in  following  the  rules  of 
^ammatical  construction,  for  neither  false  English  nor 
bad  Latin  will  matter  when  the  meaning  of  the  party  is 
apparent.^  A  writing  untechnical,  ungrammatical, 
and  totally  at  variance  with  all  the  recognized  rules  of 
orthography  may  be  valid  if  there  be  sufficient  words  to 
declare  clearly  and  legally  the  party's  meaning.^  Thus 
when  the  intention  is  clear  "and"  may  be  read  "or"  and 
vice  versa.^  So  where  A  by  writing  says  he  will  "give" 
B  a  certain  sum  of  money  if  he  will  do  a  certain  thing, 
"give"  will  be  construed  as  importing  a  contract  not  a 
gift.-* 

Punctuation  may  sometimes  shed  light  upon  the  mean- 
ing of  the  parties,  but  a  writing  may  be  examined  with- 


a Sturm  v.  Baker,  ISO  U.  S.  818. 

4Sumineni  v.  Hibbard,  etc.«  Co.,  158  111. 
«)2»  88  N.  E.  Rep.  800,  60  111.  App.  881. 

b  Michaelis  ▼.  Wolf.  186  111.  68, 86  N.  E. 
Rep.a84:  Peck  v.Scoville  M.Co.,  48  Ill.App. 
860;  Barbydt  v.  Ellis,  46  N.  Y.  107;  Wbeel- 
tng,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Gourley,  99  Pa.  St. 
171:  Heiple  ▼.  Reinbart,  67  N.  W.  Rep. 
486  (Neb.). 

1  Hancock  t.  Wataon,  18  Cal.  140;  Belcb 
V.  Miller.  88  Mo.  (App.)  387;  Brewery  Co. 
v.Wate!  Co.,  84  Mo.  (App.)  49;  Cowles  Co. 


V.  Lowrey.  79  Fed.  Rep.  881;  Wilion  v. 
Wilflon,5H.  L.Cas.40. 

*  Cobb  V.  Hines,  Busb.  848. 59  Am.  Dec. 
659;  Inhabitanu  ▼.  Nichols,  89  Atl.  Rep. 
989  (Me.). 

3  Maguire  y.  Moore,  106  Mo.  267;  Jack- 
son ▼.  Topping,  1  Wend.  888, 19  Am.  Dec. 
515:  Sturm  v.  Boker,  150  U.  S.  818. 

4  Hamer  y.  Sldway,  184  N.  Y.  588,  over- 
ruling  s.  c.  67  Hun  889;  Wilkerson  ▼. 
Olivera,!  Bing.  N.C.  490. 
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out  such  aid;*^  and  it  is  never  allowed  to  overturn  what 
seems  the  plain  meaning  of  the  whole  contract* 


§404.    Construction  Against  Party  Using  Words. 

Courts  will  construe  doubtful  words  most  strongly 
against  the  party  who  used  them.^  This  rule  is  based  on 
the  principle  that  a  man  is  responsible  for  ambiguities 
in  his  own  expression  and  has  no  right  to  induce  another 
to  contract  with  him  on  the  supposition  that  his  words 
mean  one  thing,  while  he  hopes  the  court  will  adopt  a 
construction  by  which  they  would  mean  another  thing 
more  to  his  advantaga^  Therefore  a  deed  is  construed 
most  strongly  against  the  grantor  f  and  where  a  deed 
will  inure  in  several  ways,  the  grantee  may  elect  in 
which  way  to  take  it.*  And  a  clause  in  a  promissory 
note  will  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the  maker  f 
a  clause  in  a  policy  of  insurance  most  strongly  against 
the  insurer;®  because  in  each  case  the  party  is  presumed 
to  have  chosen  the  words  used. 

But  this  rule  is  the  last  one  which  courts  apply,  and 
will  never  be  resorted  to  so  long  as  a  satisfactory  result 


5  White  V.  Smith,  83  Pa.  St.  186,  75  Am. 
Dec.  580;  Bruensman  v.  Carroll,  5S  Mo. 
213;  Bunn  v.  Wells,  94  N.  C.  67;  Inhabi- 
tants V.  Nichols,  S9  All.  Rep.  838  (Me.). 

«  Osborn  v.  Farwell,  87  III.  89,  29  Am. 
Rep.  47;  EwinR  v.  Burnett.  11  Pet.  54; 
Seay  v.  McCormack,  68  Ala.  549. 

1  Barney  v.  Newcomb.  9  Gush.  46;  Noo- 
nan  v.  Bradley.  9  Wall.  394;  Deblois  v. 
Earie,  7  R.  I.  2i5;  Richardson  v.  People,  85 
111.  495;  Evans  v.  Sanders,  8  Port.  497,  38 
Am.  Dec.  297;  Livingston  v.  Arrington, 
S8  Ala.  424. 

2 Anson  Contr.  258;  Fowkes  v.  Ins.  Co., 
8  B.&  S.  917;  Hoffman  v.  Ins.  Co.,  82  N. 
Y.  405;  Wells  v.  Carpenter.  65  111.  450;  Mc- 
Carty  v.  Howell,  24  111.  843. 

3 Rung  v.  Shoneberger,  2. Watts  23,  26 
Am.  Dec.  95;  City  of  Alton  v.  111.  Trans. 
Co.,  12  111.  88, 52  Am.  Dec.  479:  Sharp  v. 


Thompson,  100  111.  447;  Pike  v.  Monroe,  36 
Me.  809,  58  Am.  Dec.  751;  Com.  v.  Erie  R; 
R.  Co.,  27  Pa.  St.  839,  67  Am.  Dec.  471. 
Dodge  V.  Walley,  22  Cal.  224,  88  Am.  Dec. 
61;  Waterman  v.  Andrews.  14  R.  I.  589; 
Green  Bay  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  55  Wis.  96,  42 
Am.  Rep.  701,12  N.  W.  Rep.  382.  So  an 
exception  or  reservation  in  a  deed  is  to  be 
construed  strictly  against  the  grantor. 
Cocheco  Man.  Co.  v.  Whitticr,  10  N.  H. 
805;  Duryea  v.  Mayor.  62  N.  Y.  592;  U.  S. 
Mortgage  Co.  v  Gross,  98  111.  488. 

4  Jackson  v.  Hudson,  8  Johns.  3^,  8  Am. 
Dec.  500. 

s  Walker  v.  Kimball,  22  111.  537;  Maasie 
v.  Belford,  68  111.  290. 

6 Commercial  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  64 
III.  266;  Reynolds  v.  Ins.  Co.,  47  N.  Y.  597; 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Slaughter,  12  Wall.  404. 
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can  be  reached  by  the  other  rules  of  construction.''  And 
the  rule  is  applicable  only  to  such  words  as  can  be  at- 
tributed to  the  one  party  and  not  to  words  that  are  the 
common  language  of  both  parties.®  And  the  rule  is  not 
applied  where  it  would  cause  a  penally  or  forfeiture  and 
therefore  the  condition  of  a  bond  is  construed  favorably 
for  the  obligor.® 


vFlaffg  V.  Barnes,  40  Vt.  16.  94  Am.  Dec.  sBeckwith  v.  Howard,  6  R.  1. 1. 

867;  Adami  ▼.  Warner,  23  Vt.  411 ;  Fallcy  »Butler  v.    Wiggre,  1  Wm.  Saund.  66: 

V.  Giles,  »Ind.  114;  County  of  Johnson  v.  Chicago,  etc..  v  Aurora,  99  111.  214;  Ben 

Wood,  84  Mo.  609.  nehan  v.  Webb,  6  Ircd.  67. 

463 


PART  IV. 


THE  DISCHARGE  OF  THE  CONTRACT. 


406.    Introductory. 


30  465 


T— 


§405.    Introductory. 

Having  considered  the  Formation  of  the  contract,  its 
Operation  when  formed,  and  its  Interpretation  when  its 
terms  are  disputed  by  the  parties  to  it,  we  have  next  to 
consider  the  modes  in  which  the  contractual  tie  may  be 
loosened,  and  the  parties  freed  from  the  rights  and  lia- 
bilities which  have  arisen  under  the  contract  And  it 
will  be  found  that  a  contract  may  be  discharged  in  any 
one  of  the  following  ways :  I.  By  agreement.  II.  By  -per- 
formanca  III.  By  impossibility  of  performance.  IV. 
By  operation  of  law.    V,  By  breach. 
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CHAPTEB  XII. 

DISCHARGE  BT  AGREEMENT. 

Section  406.  Methods  of  Discharge  by  Agreement. 

(a)    waiver  or  cancellation. 

407.  Executory  Agreement  may  be  Waived  or  Cancelled. 

408.  But  Not  Executed  Contract. 

409.  Exception — ^Negotiable  Instruments. 

(b)    substituted  agreement. 

410.  Express  Substituted  Agreement 

411.  Form  of  Substituted  Agreement. 

412.  Implied  Substituted  Agreement. 

413.  Express  Novation. 

414.  Implied  Novation. 

(C)      CONDITIONS  IN  CONTRACT. 

415.  Conditions  Subsequent. 

416.  Non-fulfillment  of  term  in  contract 
417  Occurrence  of  Particular  E^rent 
418.  Option  to  Determine  Contract 


§406.    Methods  of  Discharge  by  Agreement 

It  is  obvious  that  a  contract  which  has  been  entered 
into  between  two  persons  may  be  put  an  end  to  in  the 
same  manner  as  it  was  created,  viz. :  by  Mutual  Agree- 
ment. And  this  may  be  done  (a)  by  a  waiver  or  cancel- 
lation of  the  contract,  (b)  by  a  substituted  agreement 
between  the  parties,  or  (c)  by  a  condition  in  the  con- 
tract itself. 
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(a) 

WAIVER  OE  CANCELLATION. 

§407.    Executory  Agreement  may  he  Waived  or  Can- 
celled. 

An  agreement  to  discharge  a  contract  is,  like  all  other 
agreements,  required  to  have  a  consideration  to  support 
it.  Where  the  contract  is  executory  no  further  consid- 
eration is  needed  for  an  agreement  to  rescind  than  the 
discharge  of  each  party  by  the  other  from  his  liabilities 
under  the  contract.  The  consideration  for  the  promise 
of  either  party  is  the  abandonment  by  the  other  of  his 
rights  under  the  contract.^ 

§408.     But  Not  Executed  Contract. 

On  the  other  hand,  an  executed  contract,  t.  e.,  a  con- 
tract in  which  one  of  the  parties  has  performed  all  that 
is  due  from  him,  cannot  be  discharged  by  a  parol  waiver. 
The  common  law  knows  nothing  of  the  abandonment  of 
such  a  claim,  except  by  release  under  seal,  or  for  con- 
sideration.^ 

§409.     Exception — Negotiable   Instruments. 

To  this  rule  there  is  an  important  exception  in  the 
case  of  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes.  The 
rights  of  the  holder  of  such  instruments  may  be  waived 
and  discharged  without  any  consideration  for  their 
waiver,  by  his  surrendering  or  destroying  the  instru- 

iCollye^   V.  Moulton,  9  R.  I.  90, 98  Am.  88  Mo.  78.  Aldea  v.  Thurber.  149  Mass.  S71 ; 

Dec.  870;    Cox  v.  Carrell,    6    Iowa  350;  Critchfield  v.  Dailey,     96   Ga.     463,  86  S. 

Stryker  v.  Vanderbllt,  26  N.  J.   (L.)  482;  W.  Rep.  576 

peming  V.Gilbert,  8  Johns.  620;  Blood  V.  iCrawford  v.  MillspaufiA,  13  Johns.  67; 

Goodna,  9  Wend.  M,  24  Am.  bee.  121;  Moore  v.  Detroit    Loc.  Works,  14  Mich. 

Ir"""*/*^**?.;- ^S- ^-  "b"^'  ^^^JJ"'  366;  Kidder  v.  Kidder  33  Pa.  St.  888;  Col- 

?i!!"f*  ?  ^"-  ^^^X^^^^  o^-,?*^«*S?  i^  f^°-  Iyer  V.  Moulton,  9    R.  I.  90,  98  Am.  Dec. 

315;  Johnson  y.  Reed,  9  Mass.  78,  6  Am.  370;  Wheeler  v.  R.  Co.  115  U.  S.  29. 
Dec.  86:  Chouteau  ▼.  Jupiter  Iron  works, 
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§411 


ments  with  the  intention  of  releasing  the  parties  liable 
upon  them.^ 

(b) 

SUBSTITUTED  AGREEMENT. 

§  410.    Express  Substituted  Agreement. 

A  contract  may  be  discharged  by  an  alteration  by  the 
parties  in  its  terms  which  substitutes  a  new  agreement 
for  the  old  one.  The  difference  between  this  and  the 
mode  of  discharge  by  agreement  just  mentioned  lies  in 
the  fact  that  the  first  is  a  total  obliteration  of  the  con- 
tract, the  second  is  a  substitution  of  a  new  bond  between 
the  parties  in  place  of  the  old  one.  A  claim  under  the 
original  contract  may  then  be  met  by  the  new  agreement 
so  far  as  the  latter  operates  to  alter  or  rescind  the  form- 
er.^ 

The  change  of  rights  and  liabilities,  and  consequent 
extinction  of  those  which  before  existed,  forms  the  con- 
sideration on  each  sifle  for  the  new  contract. 


§411.     ff'orm  of  Substituted  Agreement. 

The  form  in  which  the  new  agreement  must  be,  de- 
pends, as  a  rule,  upon  the  form  of  the  old. 

At  common  law  if  the  contract  was  under  seal  it  could 
not  while  executory  be  varied  or  altered  or  released  or 
rescinded  by  a  parol  executory  agreement.^     But  this 


iVanderbeck  v.  Vanderbeck,  30  N.  J. 
(£q.)270;  Bragjr  v.  Donielsoa.  141  Mass. 
196:  Larkln  v.  Hardenbrook,  90  N.  Y.  888; 
Paxton  V.  Wood,  77  N.  C.  11:  Re  Camp- 
bell's Bsute,  7  Pa.  St.  100;  Albert  v.  Zeig- 
let,  29  Pa.  St.  60;  Slade  v.  Mutrie,  156 
Mass.  19. 

1  Smith  V.  Tunno,  1  McCord,  Ch.  448, 10 
Am.  Dec.  617;  Johnson  v.  Reed,  9  Mass.  78, 
6  Am.  Dec.  89;  Stewart  v.  Keteltas,  36  N. 
Y.  888;  Reed  v.  McGrew,  6  Ohio,  875;  Rog- 
ers V.  Rogers,  189  Mass.  440;  Church  v. 
Florence  Iron  Works.  45  N.  J.  (L.)  129; 
Norton  V.  Browne,  87  Ind.883;  Christman 


V.  Hodges.  76  Mo.  413;  Maxwell  v.  Graves, 
69  Iowa  618:  Teal  v.  Bilby,  128  U.  S.  672; 
Farrar  v.  Toliver.  88  III.  406;  Lanitz  v. 
King,  9H  Mo.  618;  McCauley  v.  Keller,  130 
Pa.  St.  68;  McCreery  v.  Day,  119  N.  Y.  1. 

t  Delacroix  v.  Buckley,  13  Wend.  71; 
Allen  V.  Jacquish,  21  Wend.  028;  Chapman 
V.  McGrew,  20  III.  101  -  Bamett  v.  Barnes, 
78  III.  816;  Loach  v.  Farnum,  90  111.  868; 
Segard  v.  Patterson,  3  Blatchf.  857;  Sher- 
win  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  24  Vt.  847;  French  v. 
New,  23  N.  V.  160;  Smith  v.  Lewis,  24 
Conn.  641. 
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does  not  seem  now  to  be  the  rule  in  England^  nor  in  this 
country.* 

"Notwithstanding  what  was  said  in  some  of  the  old  cases,  it  is 
now  recognized  doctrine  that  the  terms  of  a  contract  under  seal 
may  be  varied  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement.  Certainly,  what- 
ever may  have  been  the  rule  at  law,  such  is  the  rule  in  equity."* 

But  the  parol  agreement  according  to  many  of  the  de- 
cisions must  be  executed  or  it  will  not  operate  as  a  dis- 
charge or  rescission  of  the  specialty.^ 

If  the  original  contract  was  put  in  writing  merely  by 
agreement  of  the  parties,  and  not  in  pursuance  of  any 
statutory  requirement,  the  new  agreement,  in  alteration 
or  discharge,  is  not  required  to  be  in  writing,  and  may 
be  proved  by  parol  evidence.*  This  follows  from  the 
principle  shown  in  a  previous  chapter^  that  the  writing 
is  not  the  agreement  but  the  evidence  of  it,  and  that  as 
the  essentials  of  agreement  lie  in  the  expressed  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  and  not  in  the  writing,  which  is  the 
instrument  of  that  expression,  the  contract  may  be  dis- 
charged by  a  valid  expression  of  the  intention  to  put  an 
end  to  it. 

But  if  the  original  agreement  was  required  by  the 
statute  of  frauds  or  any  other  statute,  to  be  in  writing, 
the  new  contract  must  also  be  in  writing.®     But  even 


s Steeds  v.  Steeds,  22  Q.  B.  Dlv.  637. 

sAllen  V.  Jacquisb.  81  Wend.  832;  Jew- 
ell ▼.  Schocppel,  4  Cow.  864;  Monroe  v. 
Perkins,  9  Pick.  298;  Green  v.  Wells,  2 
Cal.  584:  Cook  v.  Murphy,  70  III.  96;  Whii- 
ioff  V.  Heslep,  4  Cal.  327;  Lawrence  v. 
Dole,  11  Vt.  656;  Lawrence  v.  Miller,  86 
N.  V.  181;  Jenks  v.  Robertson,  68  N.  Y. 
621;  Hyderville  Co.  V.  R.  Co.,  44  Vt.  895; 
McCreery  v.  Day,  119.N.  Y.  1, 16  A.  S.  R. 
798;  McCauley  v.  Keller,  103  Pa.  St.  53; 
Pratt  V.  Morrow,  46  Mo.  404,  100  Am. 
Dec.  381:  Lancesier  v.  Elliott,  54  Mo. 
(App.)  249. 

♦Canal  Co.  v.  Ray,  101  U.  S.  628. 

sUnthenk  v.  Henry  County  Turnp.  Co.. 
6  Ind.  128;  McMurpby  v.  Garland,  47  N.  H. 
822,  828;  Buell  v.  Miller,  4  N.  H.  196. 

ARoblnson  v.  Batcbelder,  4  N.  H.  40; 
Dodge  V.  Crandall,  30  N.  Y.  307:  Munroe 
V.  Perkins,  9  Pick.  296,  20  Am.  Dec.  475; 
Blood  V.  Enos,  12  Vt.  (fi6,  36  Am.  Dec.  868; 
Spano  V.  Baltzell,  1  Fla.  801,  46  Am.  Dec. 

472 


346:  Low  v.  Forbes,  18  111.  668:  Seaman  v. 
O'Hara,  89  Mich.  66:  Brown  v.  Everhard, 
62  Wis.  206:  Aldrich  v.  Price.  67  la.  151; 
McNichols  V.  Reynolds,  96  Pa.  St.  483: 
Swain  v.  Seamens,  9  Wall.  264;  Thurston 


▼.  Ludwiff,  6  Ohio  St.  1;  Wiggin  ▼.  Good- 
win, 68  Nfe.  889;  Flanders  v.  Fay,  40  Vt. 
816;  KeatinfiT  v.  Price,  1  Johns.  Cas.  222, 1 


Am.  Dec.  92;  Solomons  v.  Jones,  8  Brev. 
64,  6  Am.  Dec.  638:  Grafton  Bank  v.  Wood- 
ward. 6  N.  H.  99,  20  Am.  Dec.  566;  Lang- 
worthy  V.  Smith,  2  Wend.  687,  20  Am. 
Dec.  652;  Deshazo  v.  Lewis,  6  Stew.  A  P. 
91,  24  Am.  Dec.  769. 

7Ante,  Chap.  III. 

sGoss  V.  Lord  Nugent,  6  Bam.  &  Adol. 
66;  Blood  ▼.  Goodrich,  9  Wend.  88,  24  Am. 
Dec.  121;  Swain  v.  Seamens,  9  Wall.  972; 
Schultz  V.  Bradley,  67  N.  Y.  646;  Hill  v. 
Blake,  97  N.  Y.  216;  Abel  v.  Munson,  18 
Mich.  312;  Packer  v.  Stewart,  84  Vt.  188; 
Carpenter  v.  Galloway,  78  Ind.  418;  Harvey 
V.  Morey,  46  Pac.  Rep.  883  (Colo.). 
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this  class  of  written  agreements  may  be  discharged  by 
an  oral  agreement  which  has  been  executed.® 

§412.     Implied  Substituted  Agreement. 

The  rescission  may  be  implied  as  well  as  express. 
Thus  if  agreements  be  made  between  the  same  parties 
concerning  the  same  matter,  and  the  terms  of  the  latter 
are  inconsistent  with  those  of  the  former,  so  that  they 
cannot  subsist  together,  the  latter  will  be  construed  to 
discharge  the  former.^  But  the  intention  to  discharge 
the  original  contract  must  distinctly  appear  from  the 
inconsistency  of  the  new  terms  with  the  old  ones.  By 
a  mere  postponement  of  performance,  for  the  conven- 
ience of  one  of  the  parties,  the  contract  is  not  dis- 
charged.2, 

§413.     Express  Novation. 

A  contract  is  frequently  discharged  by  a  change  in  the 
parties  thereto,  whereby  a  new  party  is  substituted  for 
a  previous  one  by  agreement  of  all  three,  while  the  terms 
remain  the  same.    This  is  called  a  Novation.^ 

For  example  A  sells  B  a  wagon.  B  afterwards  sells 
it  to  C  who  agrees  to  pay  A  the  price  which  B  had 
agreed  to  pay  A  for  it,  and  A  agrees  to  take  C  a^  his 
debtor  for  the  price.  The  debt  due  to  A  from  B  is  extin- 
guished.2  Or  suppose  A  owes  B  |100,  and  B  owes  C  flOO^ 
and  the  three  meet,  and  it  is  agreed  between  them  that 
A  shall  pay  C  the  |100.     B^s  debt  is  extinguished,  and 


•McKenzie  v.  Hansen,  120  N.  Y.  280. 

iRenard  v.  Sampson,  13  N.  Y.  B61;  Mur- 
ray V.  Harway,  56  N.  Yv  887;  Wheeden  v. 
Fiske,  50  N.  H.  125;  Harrison  v.  Polar  Star 
Lodffe,  116  111.  279. 

sLawson  v.  Hogan,  W  N.  Y.  89;  Mc- 
Combs  V.  McKennan,  2  W.  &  S.  216;  Bacon 
▼.  Cobb,  45  III.  47. 

iHeaton  v.  Aogier,  7  N.  H.  897,  28  Am. 


Dec.  858;  American  Lumber  Co.  v.  Mul- 
crane,  55  Mich.  682;  Finan  v.  Babcock,  58 
Mich.  801 ;  York  v.  Orton,  66  Wis.  6;  Foster 
V.  Paine. 68  Iowa,  86;  Parsons  v.  Tillman, 
96  Ind.  452;  Guichard  v.  Brande,  57  Wis. 
584;  McClellan  v.  Robe,  98  Ind.  296;  Cad- 
ens  V.  Teasdale,  58  Vt.  469,  88  Am.  Rep. 
697;  McKinney  v.  Alvis,  14  111.  84. 

sHeaton  v.  Anifier,  supra. 
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C  may  recover  that  sum  against  A.  In  the  case  sup- 
posed,  G  gives  a  consideration  for  the  promise  of  A  to 
him  in  the  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  debt  of  B, 
and  receives  a  consideration  for  his  discharge  of  B  in 
the  promise  of  A;  A  receives  a  consideration  for  his 
promise  to  C  in  the  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  his 
debt  to  B;  B  receives  consideration  for  the  discharge 
of  his  debt  to  A  in  the  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  his 
debt  to  C.» 

It  is  essential,  however,  to  a  valid  novation  that  all 
the  parties  to  it  consent  to  it,*  for  it  requires  the  con- 
sent of  the  parties  to  the  old  contract  to  rescind  the  old 
one,  and  of  the  parties  to  the  new  contract  to  create  the 
new  ona^  And  it  must  appear  that  the  original  indebt- 
edness was  extinguished.^ 

§414.    Implied  Novaiian. 

The  novation  may  take  place  through  the  conduct  of 
the  parties  indicating  an  acquiescence  in  a  change  of  lia- 
bility, as  well  as  by  an  express  agreement.  Thus  if  A 
has  entered  into  an  agreement  with  B  and  C,  and  B  and 
G  agree  among  themselves  that  C  shall  retir^  firom  it 
and  cease  to  be  liable  upon  it,  A  may  either  insist  upon 
the  continued  liability  of  0,  or  he  may  treat  the  agree- 
ment as  broken  and  discharged  by  the  renunciation  of 
his  liabilities  by  one  of  the  parties  to  it.  If,  however, 
A,  after  he  becomes  aware  of  the  retirement  of  0,  contin- 
ues to  deal  with  B  as  though  no  change  had  taken  place, 


sBlankenship  v.  Tillnuui,  18  S.  W.  Rep. 
046  (Tex.);  Harvey  Co.  v.  Herriman  Co.,  89 
Mo.  (App.)  214:  Casey  v.  Miller,  82  Pac. 
Repvlw.  The  statute  of  frauds  does  not 
apply  to  a  contract  of  novation.  Mulcrane 
V.  Amer.  Lumber  Co.,  66  Mich.  686. 

« Brown  v.  Croy,  74  Mo.  (App.)  467; 
McKinney  v.  Alvis,  14  III.  88;  Butteriield 
V.  Hartshorn,  7  N.  H.  846,  88  Am.  Dec.  741; 
Reid  V.  De^ener,  88   111.  608;Carmer  v. 
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Taylor,  19  N.  H.  189;  Lynch  v.  Austin,  68 
Wis.  387. 

s  Murphy  v.  Hanrahan,  80  Wi».  486; 
Richardson  Drufir  Co.  v.  Dunagan,  46  Pac. 
Rep.  287  (Colo.). 

«Jaudon  v.  Randall,  47  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
874;  Irwin  v.  Atkins,  7  111.  App.  17;  Butter- 
field  v.  Hartshorn,  7  N.  H.  846,  96  Am. 
Dec.  741;  Badffer  Lumber  Co..v.  Meffert, 
60  Mo.  (App.)  437. 


OH.  XII.]  DISCHABGE  BT  AGREEMENT.  §  416 

he  will  be  considered  to  have  entered  into  a  new  con- 
tract to  accept  the  sole  liability  of  B,  and  will  not  be 
entitled  to  hold  G  to  his  original  agreement 

Such  a  transaction  frequently  occurs  upon  a  change 
in  a  firm  of  partners ;  the  debt  of  the  original  firm  may, 
by  the  creditor's  conduct  in  his  dealings  with  the  new 
firm/  be  effectually  transferred  to  the  new  firm,  so  as 
to  render  them  liable  to  the  creditor  in  substitution  of 
the  former.2 

(c) 

€X)NDITIONS  IN  OONTBAOT. 

§415.     Conditions  Subsequent. 

A  contract  may  provide,  either  expressly  or  implied- 
ly, that  upon  the  happening  of  some  event  or  contin- 
gency it  shall  cease  and  be  discharged.  These  circum- 
stances may  be  the  non-fulfillment  of  a  specified  term  of 
the  contract;  the  occurrence  of  a  particular  event;  or 
the  exercise  by  one  of  the  parties  of  an  option  to  deter- 
mine the  contract. 

§416.    Non-fulfillment  of  Term. 

By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  non-fulfillment  of 
a  certain  term  in  it  may  give  to  one  of  the  parties  the 
right  to  treat  it  as  discharged.  Thus,  chattels  may  be 
purchased  under  an  agreement  that  if  on  examination 
they  do  not  answer  the  description  under  which  they  are 
sold,  they  may  be  returned  to  the  seller  within  a  certain 
time.    The  effect  of  such  a  condition  is  to  vest  the  prop- 

lAs,  for  example^  by  his    accepting  a  Thompson  v.  Percival,  5  B.  &  Ad.,  9£6 

note  for  his  debt  from  the  new  firm,    \^^y•  Luddini^ton  v.  Bell.  77  N.  Y.  141;  Millerd 

dell  V.  Luer«  S.Denio,  410;  overrulinf?  s.  c,  v.  Thorn,  56  N.  T.  402;  Stone  v.  Chamber- 

«  Hill,  448.  lain,  30  Ga.  259:  Maxwell  v.  Day.  45  In('. 

«Hart  V.  Alexander,    2  M.  A  W.  484;  609;  Powell  v.  Charless,  84  Mo.  485. 
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erty  in  the  buyer  subject  to  a  right  of  rescission  in  a 
particular  event,  when  it  revests  in  the  seller,  and  any 
loss  or  damage  suffered  by  the  property  during  that 
time  will  fall  on  the  seller,^  unless  it  was  caused  by  the 
fault  of  the  buyer,  in  which  event  his  right  of  return  is 
lost^ 


§417.     Occurrence  of  Particular  Event, 

The  parties  may  introduce  into  the  terms  of  their 
agreement  a  provision  that  the  fulfillment  of  a  condition 
or  the  occurrence  of  an  event  shall  discharge  either  one 
or  both  from  further  liabilities  under  the  contract.  Such 
a  provision  is  well  illustrated  by  the  case  of  a  bond, 
which  is  a  promise  subject  to,  or  defeaBible  upon,  a  con- 
dition expressed  in  the  bond.  So,  leases  are  usually 
made  subject  to  conditions  of  discharge,  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor,  upon  default  in  payment  of  rent  or  some 
other  breach  of  a  covenant  and  on  the  part  of  the  lessee, 
upon  the  premises  being  destroyed  by  fire  or  rendered 
uninhabitable  or  not  kept  in  repair;  an  insurance  pol- 
icy provides  that  it  shall  come  to  an  end  if  the  premiums 
are  not  paid,  or  the  house  is  left  vacant,  etc.^ 

A  provision  for  discharge  may  be  implied  as  well  as 
express,  as  in  the  case  of  a  common  carrier,  whose  obli- 
gation is  that  of  an  insurer  of  the  safe  delivery  of  the 
goods  intrusted  to  his  care.  But  he  is  not  liable  for 
losses  caused  by  the  "act  of  God"  or  the  "public  enemy." 
These  events  are  implied  terms  in  every  contract  made 


iHead  V.  Tattersall.  L.  R.  7  Ex.  7;  Hunt 
V.  Wyman,  100  Mass.  198:  Dearborn  v. 
Turner,  16  Me.  17;  Boswell  v.  Bicknell.  17 
Me.  344;  Martin  v.  Adams,  104  Mass.  262; 
Mc Kinney  v.  Bradlee,  117  Mass.  321;  Kim- 
ball V.  Vroman,  86  Mich.  827;  Lyons  v. 
Stills,  87  S.  W.  Rep.  280  (Tenn.). 

2  Ray  V.  Thompson.  12  Gush.  281, 
Where  (foods  are  sold  on  condition  that 
title  shall  not  pass  until  paid  for, and  posses- 
sion delivered  to  vendee,  the  destruction  of 
the  goods  before  time  for  payment  docs 

476 


not  release  from  liability  to  pa] 


Thorn pson,_46_  Mo.     (App.) 

(N. 


lay.    Tufts  v. 

42;  Tufts  V. 
Griffin.  12  S.  E.  Rep.  68  (N.  C);  Burnley 
V.  Tufts,  66  Miss.  48, 14  Am.  St.  Rep.  540. 
Contra:  Bishop  v.Minderbout.  128  Aia.102 
29  South  Rep.  12;  Moniteau  City  Mill  Co. 
V.  Butler,  109  Ga.  469,  84  S.  B.  Rep.  666. 
Criticised  in  18  Harv.  L.  Rev.  808. 

1  Moore  v.  Ins.  Co.,  62  N.  H.  240;  Kyte 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  149  Mass.  116. 
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by  a  carrier,  and  their  occurrence  exonerates  him  from 
liability  for  any  losses  incurred  through  their  agency.^ 
These  exceptions  from  the  general  liability  of  the  com- 
mon carrier  being  a  known  and  understood  term  in  ev- 
ery contract  which  he  makes,  the  discharge  arising  from 
such  causes  is  to  be  distinguished  from  discharge  aris- 
ing from  the  subsequent  impossibility  of  performance 
not  expressly  provided  against  in  the  terms  of  a  con- 
tract>  with  which  we  shall  deal  hereafter* 

§  418.     Option  to  Determine. 

An  agreement  may  provide  that  it  shall  be  determin- 
able at  the  option  of  one  of  the  parties  upon  certain 
terma  Contracts  of  hire  of  i)ersonal  services  are  usu- 
ally made  determinable  by  notice  to  be  given  by  either 
party,^  and  in  a  contract  of  service,  not  limited  to  any 
time,  there  is  an  implied  provision  that  it  may  be  ter- 
minated by  either  party  upon  a  reasonable  notice.^ 


2Lawson  Bail.,  Chap.  XI.  iLawson  Rifirhta,  Rem.  A  Pr.,  §  8511. 

3 See  Chap.  XIV.  2 Ward  v.  Ruckman,  84  Barb.  419. 
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DISCHAROB  BT  PERFORMANCE. 
Section  419.  Introductory. 

(A)      PEBFOBMANCE. 

420.  Performance  Mast  Follow  Terms  of  Contract 

421.  Rule  in  Equity. 

422.  Time  of  Performance. 

423.  Rule  in  Equity. 

424.  Performance  of  Conditional  Promises — In  Greneral. 

425.  Conditional  Upon  Time  of  Future  Event 

^  426.  Conditional  Upon  Request  Demand  or  Notice. 

427.  Conditional  Upon  Act  of  Third  Person. 

428.  Conditional  Upon  Will  of  Promisor. 

429.  Performance  to  ''Satlsfftctlon"  of  Promisor. 

(B)  PA'niENT. 

430.  Non-Payment  of  Debt  When  Due. 

481.  Payment  by  Negotiable  Instrument 

482.  Payment  in  Forged  or  Worthless  Notes  or  Counterfeit 

Coins. 
488.  Sending  Money  by  Post 
434.  Effect  of  Giving  Receipt 

486.  Appropriation  of  Payments. 

(C)  TENDEB. 

436.  Tender  When  a  Discharge. 

487.  Requisites  of  Valid  Tender. 
438.  When  Tender  Not  Necessary. 

§419.    IntrodiLCtory. 

A  contract  may  be  discharged  by  performance  in  ac- 
cordance with  its  terms.  Where  a  promise  is  given  up- 
on an  executed  consideration^  the  performance  of  his 
promise  by  the  promisor  discharges  the  contract ;  all  has 
been  done  on  both  sides  that  could  be  required  to  be 
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done  Tinder  the  contract.  But,  where  one  promise  is 
given  in  consideration  of  another,  performance  by  one 
party  does  not  necessarily  discharge  the  contract, 
though  it  discharges  him  who  has  performed  his  part 
from  doing  more.  Each  must  have  done  his  part  in  or- 
der that  performance  may  operate  as  a  discharge  of 
both.  Performance  of  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of 
money  only  is  called  Payment.* 


(a) 


PEBFOBMANGE. 

§420.    Performcmce  Must  Follow  Terms  of  Contract, 

By  the  common-law  rule,  to  discharge  a  promise  by 
performance,  the  performance  must  be  in  strict  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the  contract.*  And  this  still  true 
of  commercial  contracts.^  A  contract  f6r  the  sale  of 
chattels  can  only  be  performed  by  the  delivery  of  the  ex- 
act quantity  contracted  for,^  of  the  quality  bargained 
for,^  in  the  mode  specified  in  the  contract,  and  at  the 
place  agreed  upon.*^ 


1  See  post,  (430. 

iFarrar  ▼.  Nightingale,  3  Sup.  689;  Duf- 
fell  V.  Wilson,  1  Camp.  407:  Dauchy  ▼. 
Drake,  85  N.  Y.  407;  Norris  ▼.  School  Dist., 
12  Me.  803,  28  Am.  Dec.  18S;  Allen  v. 
Cooper,  S8  Mo.,  186;  Smith  v.  Davis,  1  Wis. 
447,  60  Am.  Dec.  891;  Leonard  t.  Dyer,  26 
Conn.  172,  68  Am.  Dec.  882;  Superintendent 
T.  Bennett,  27  N.  J.  (L.)  618;  72  Am.  Dec. 
873;  Dula  ▼.  Cowles,  7  Jones,  290,  76  Am. 
Dec.  468;  Derrlckson  ▼.  Edwards,  29  N. 
J.  (L.)  468, 80  Am.  Dec.  220;  Leopold  ▼. 
Salkey,89IU.  412.81  Am.  Rep.  98;  King 
PbiUip  Mills  V.  SUter.12  R.  L  S2.  84  Am. 
Rep.  608;  Filley  v.  Pope,  115  U.  S.  218. 

>Norrington  y.  Wright,  115  U.  S.  188. 

'Downer  v.  Thompson,  2  HilL  187;  Den- 
nett V.  Short,  7  Greenlf.  150,  20  Am.  Dec. 
856;  Roberu  v.  Beatt>,  2  P.  ft  W.  68t  21 


Am.  Dec.  410;  Stevenson  ▼.  Bingin,  49  Pa. 
St.  86.  Sometimes  the  quantity  of  goods  to 
be  delivered  is  expressed  with  the  addition 
of  ^'about,"  **more  or  less,"  etc.,  which 
gives  to  the  seller  some  reasonable  limits  of 
allowance  in  the  performance  of  his  coi»- 
tract,  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
each  case.  Day  v.  Cross,  69  Tex.  696: 
Swepson  v.  Summery,  64  N.  C.  898;  H<d- 
land  V.  Rea,  48  Mich.,  218;  Cabot  v.  Win- 
sor.  1  Allen,  546. 

4  A  party  cannot  tender  a  different  article 
than  that  called  for  by  the  contract,  evei» 
though  it  is  a  better  article.  Halpin  v. 
Manny,  88  Mo.  ( App.)  888;  King  v.  Roches- 
ter, 89  Atl.  Rep.  ^(N.H.), 

'Savage  Manfg.  Co.  v.  Armstrong.  19^ 
Me.  147;  Clark  v.  Cuson,  8  Head.  56; 
Krafts  V.  Hurtz.  11  Mo.  109. 
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§  421.    Bute  in  Equity. 

But  in  equity  it  has  always  been  held  that  where  the 
agreement  is  substantially  performed,  the  party  may  re- 
cover as  for  a  complete  performance  less  such  damages 
as  the  other  party  may  have  suffered  on  account  of  the 
failure  to  make  complete  performance,  and  the  equity 
rule  has  been  generally  adopted  in  the  code  States  and 
in  the  case  of  building  contracts.^ 

The  omissions  or  deviations  must  however  be  the  re- 
sult of  mistake  or  inadvertence  and  not  intentional, 
much  less  fraudulent,  and  they  must  be  slight  and  sus- 
ceptible of  remedy,  so  that  an  allowance  out  of  the  con- 
tract price  will  give  the  other  party  substantially  what 
he  contracted  for.^ 

"To  Justify  a  recovery  upon  the  contract  as  substantially  per- 
formed, the  omissions  or  deviations  must  be  the  result  of  mistake 
or  inadvertence,  and  not  intentional,  much  less  fraudulent;  and 
they  must  be  slight  or  susceptible  of  remedy,  so  that  an  allowance 
out  of  the  contract  price  will  give  the  other  party  substantially 
what  he  contracted  for.  They  must  not  be  substantial  and  running 
through  the  whole  work,  so  as  to  be  remediless,  and  defeat  the  ob- 
ject of  having  the  work  done  in  a  particular  manner.  And  these 
are  questions  of  fact  for  the  Jury  or  trial  court.  It  may  seem  a 
harsh  doctrine  to  hold  that  a  man  who  has  built  a  house  shall  have 
no  pay  for  it,  but  the  other  party  can  well  say:  'I  never  made  any 
such  agreement.  I  agreed  to  pay  you  if  you  would  build  my  house 
in  Bt  certain  manner  which  you  have  not  done.'  The  fault  is  with 
the  one  who  voluntarily  violates  his  contract.'" 

In  some  of  the  cases  the  liability  to  pay  for  work  not 
according  to  the  agreement  is  placed  on  the  ground  of 

qtuisircontrcuct,^ 


1  Patterson  v.  Judd,  87  Mo.  668;  Houston 
T.  Myer.  6  Blackf.  89;  Goldsmith  v.  Hand, 
26  Ohio  St.  101:  Phillip  ▼.  GalUnt,  0S  N.  Y. 
964;  Nolan  v.  Whitney,  88  N.  Y.  648:  John- 
son V.  De  Peyster,  50  N.  Y,  666;  Glacius 
V.  Black,  60  N.  Y.  146.  10  Am.  Rep.  449; 
Wolfe  V.  Howe,  SO  N.  Y.  107, 75  Am.  Dec. 
600;  Hay  ward  ▼.  Leonard,  7  Pick.  181, 
SO  Am.  Dec.  289;  Porter  v.  Woods,  8 
Humph.  66,  89  Am.  Dec.  153;  Gleason  ▼. 
Smith,  »  Gush.  484,  57  Am.  Dec.  68;  Hovev 
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▼.  Pitcher,  18  Mo.,  101;  Rees  ▼.  Smith,  1 
Ohio,  124,  18  Am.  Dec.  699;  Meineke  t. 
Falk,  61  Wis.  688,  60  Am.  Rep.  157;  Crouch 
T.  Gutman,  81  N.  E.  Rep.  871  (N.  Y.);  Kau 
V.  Bedford,  77  Cal.  819. 

>Gillespie  Tool  Co.  ▼.  Wilson,  183  Ps. 
St.,  19;  Van  Elief  v.  Van  Vechter,  180 
N.  Y.  671. 

a  Elliott  ▼.  Caldwell,  43  Minn.,  857. 

4 See  ante,  Chap.  II. 
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§422.     Time  of  Performcmce, 

At  common  law,  "time  waB  always  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract."  If  A  made  a  promise  to  B  whereby  he  un- 
dertook to  do  a  certain  thing  by  a  certain  day  in  consid- 
eration that  B  would  thereupon  do  something  for  him,  B 
was  dischaxged  from  his  promise  if,  by  the  date  named 
in  the  contract,  A's  promise  was  unfulfilled.  And  if  B^s 
part  of  the  contract  had  been  executed,  A's  performance 
made  after  the  time  stipulated  was  not  performance  in 
the  eye  of  the  law  but  a  satisfaction  for  the  breach  which 
had  taken  place.  ^  But  in  the  case  of  agreements  to  de- 
liver goods  or  to  manufacture  articles,  if  the  contract 
does  not  so  stipulate,^  time  is  not  deemed  to  be  of  its  es- 
sence,^ unless  it  appears  from  the  language  used  or  the 
object  of  the  agreement  that  the  specified  time  is  as  much 
the  essence  of  the  contract  as  the  manner  of  the  perform- 
ance.* Where  the  performance  is  to  be  on  a  certain  day 
the  party  has  the  whole  of  that  day  to  do  it  in.*^  So  where 
it  is  to  be  within  a  specified  time,  the  party  bound  has 
until  the  last  moment  of  the  last  day.® 

Where  there  is  no  time  fixed  by  the  contract,  the  law 
implies  that  the  performance  is  to  take  place  within  a 
reasonable  time.*^ 

§423.     Rule  in  Equity. 

Equity,  however,  looks  further  into  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  so  as  to  ascertain  whether  in  fact  the  per- 


1  Leake  Contr.  884;  Dennott  v.  Jones,  38 
How.,  290. 

2 Bennett  v.  Hyde,  28  Pac.Rep.  ia4(Cal.). 

sKirchoff  V.  Voss,  87  Tex.,  890;  Watson 
V.  Walker,  67  Tex.  651. 

«Nesbitt  V.  Pearson,  83  Ala.  868-  Warren 
V.  Bean,  6  Wis.  130;  Rouse  v.  Lewis,  4 
Abb.  App.  121;  Underwood  v.  Wolf,  181 
II.  486:  Hull  Coke  Co.  v.  Empire  Coal 
Co.,113Fed.  Rep.  256. 

s  Leake  Contr.  884. 

« Curtis  V.  Blair,  26  Miss.  309,  59  Am.  Dec. 
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267;  Startup  v.  Macdonaid,  6  Man.  &  G.  flA3. 

7Atwood  T.  Clarke,  2  Me.  240;  Morae  v. 
Bellows,  7  N.  H.  549.  28  Am.  Dec.  372; 
Minn.  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Mfg.  Co.,  122  U.  S. 
200;  Palmer  v.  Breen,  34  Minn.  39;  Ellis  v. 
Thompson.  3  Me.  &  W.  445;  Luckhart  v. 
Ogden,  80  Cal.  547;  Wright  t.  Maxwell.  9 
Ind.  102:  Waterman  v.  Dutton,  6  Wis.  265. 
Little  V.  Hobbs.  84  Me.,  857;  Smith  v; 
Shell,  82  Mo.  216;  Howe  v.  Bristow,  65  Mo. 
(App.)  624;  Griffin  v.  Ogletree,  21  South. 
Rep.  488  (Ala.);  Danley  y.  Potter,  86  Atl. 
Rep.  92  (R.  L). 
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formance  of  the  contract  was  meant  to  depend  npon  A's 
promise  being  fulfilled  to  the  day,  or  whether  a  day  was 
named  in  order  to  secure  performance  within  a  reason- 
able time.  If  the  latter  is  found  to  be  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  equity  will  not  refuse  to  A  the  enforcement 
of  B's  promise  if  his  own  was  performed  within  a  rea- 
onable  time.^  But  while  equity  will  not  regard  the  time 
specified  as  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  still  the  par- 
ties by  express  agreement  may  make  it  so,  and  in  case 
they  do,  equity  will  not  relieve  the  party  in  default* 

§424.  Performance  of  Conditional  Promises — In .  Gen- 
eral. 

A  promise  may,  be  conditional,  i.  e.,  where  the 
performance  is  not  due  immediately,  but  becomes  so 
only  after  the  happening  of  a  future  event.  In  such  cases 
the  condition  precedent  must  take  place  before  the  party 
can  be  in  default  for  not  performing  his  promise,^ 

§425.     Conditional  upon  Time  or  Future  Event. 

The  promise  may  be  conditioned  to  be  performed  at 
a  future  time,  and  here  the  specified  time  must  elapse  be- 
fore performance  can  become  due.^ 

The  promise  may  be  conditional  upon  the  happening 
of  some  event  or  contingency  which  is  altogether  uncer- 


1  Andrews  v.  Sullivan,  2  Gilm.  827,  42 
Am.  Dec.  68:  Steele  v.  Branch,  40  Cal.  8; 
Bullock  V.  Adams.  20  N.  J.  (Eq..>  307;  Edg- 
erton  v.  Peckham,  11  Paige,  352;  Taylor  v. 
Baldwin,  27  Ga..  488,  73  Am.  Dec.  786; 
Walker  v.  Owens, 25  Mo.  App.  587:  Cole- 
man V.  Applegarth,  68  Md.  1^,  6  Am.  St. 
Rep.  417;  tones  v.  Robbins,  29  Me.  851.  50 
Am.  Dec.  608;  Mastin  v.  Grimes,  88  Mo. 
478;  St.  I>ouis  Co.  v.  Bissell,  41  Mo.  (App.) 
426;  Thurston  v.  Arnold,  48  Iowa,  43. 

>  Reedy.  Braden.  61  Pa.  St.  460;  Kemp 
V.  Humphrey,  86  111.  33;  Wells  v.  Smith,  7 
Paige,  22,  81  Am.  Dec.  274;  Shinn  v. 
Roberts,  20  N.  J.  (L.)  486,  43  Am.  Dec.  686; 
Missouri,    etc.,  R.  Co.   v.    Brinckley,   21 
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Kan.  276;  Kimball  v.  Toole,  70  111.  56-^: 
Reynolds  v.  R.  Co.,  11  Neb.  186;  Knott  v. 
Stephens,  5  Ore.  236;  Kirby  v.  Harrison,  2 
Ohio  St,  826,  69  Am.  Dec.  677;  Maaon  v. 
Payne,  47  Mo.  517;  Jennisons  v.  Leonard. 
21  Wall.  803;  Phelps  v.  R.  Co.,  68  111.  468i 
Grey  v.  Tubbs,  48  Cal.  869;  Barnard  v. 
Lee,  97  Mass.  92. 

1  Barry  v.  Alsbury,  6  Lilt.  151;  Bait., 
etc.,  R.  Co.  V.  Polly,  14  Gratt.  447;  El- 
dridge  v.  Rowe,  7  111.,  91,  42  Am.  Dec.  41: 
Oakley  V.  Morton,  11  N,  Y.  26,  62  Am. 
Dec.  49;  Gait  v.  Swain,  9  Gratt.  638,  60  Am. 
Dec.  811;  Bruce  v.  Snow,  20  N.  H.  484. 

1  Cleveland  v.  Sterrett,  70  Pa.  St.  304. 
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tain;*  as  (for  illustrations)  a  contract  to  purchase, 
"provided  titles  can  be  procured  and  made;"*  or  a  sub- 
scription to  a  purpose,  provided  a  certain  further  sum  is 
subscribed,*  or  a  promise  to  pay  money  provided  it  is 
realized  out  of  a  certain  specified  fund.*^ 

But  when  money  is  due  and  it  is  agreed  that  it  shall 
be  paid  upon  the  happening  of  a  future  event,  the  fact 
that  the  event  does  not  happen  will  not  dischai^e  the 
debtor  for  the  obligation  to  pay.®  Thus  where  a  note 
given  for  the  price  of  the  rigging  of  a  vessel  provided  for 
its  payment  "ninety  days  after  its  first  return  trip"  and 
the  vessel  was  lost  on  the  voyage,  the  note  was  held  to 
be  payable  ninety  day  after  the  time  usually  required 
for  the  trip.'' 

And  where  B  acknowledged  that  he  owed  A  a  certain 
sum,  and  promised  to  pay  it  as  soon  as  a  crop  should  be 
sold  or  the  money  could  be  raised  from  any  other  source, 
it  was  held  that  the  money  was  due  within  a  reasonable 
time,  the  court  saying: 

"No  time  having  been  specified  within  which  the  crop  should  be 
sold  or  the  money  raised  otherwise,  the  law  annexed  as  an  Inci- 
dent that  one  or  the  other  should  be  done  within  reasonable  time, 
and  that  the  sum  admitted  to  be  due  should  be  paid  accordingly. 
Payment  was  not  conditional  to  the  extent  of  depending  wholly 
and  finally  upon  the  altematlves  mentioned.  The  stipulations  se- 
cured to  the  defendants  a  reasonable  amount  of  time  within  which 
to  procure  In  one  mode  or  the  other  the  means  necessary  to  meet 
the  liability.  Upon  the  occurrence  of  either  of  the  events  named  or 
the  lapse  of  such  time,  the  debt  became  due.  It  could  not  have  been 
the  Intention  of  the  parties  that  If  the  crop  were  destroyed,  or  from 
any  other  cause  could  never  be  sold  and  the  defendants  could  not 
procure  the  money  from  any  other  source,  the  debt  should  never 
be  paid.    Such  a  result  would  be  a  mockery  of  Justice."* 

^Atlantic  R.   Co    v.  Johnson,  81  N.  E.  eUbsdell    v.  Cunningham.   92  Mo.  12-1; 

Rep.  903;  Cole  y.  Bryant,  18  South.  Rep.  Noland  v.  Bull,  24  Ore.  479,  83  Pac.  Rep. 

190   (Miss.) :  Perry  v.  Cooper,  8  Mo,  206;  983;  Days  v.  Hammond,  60  N.  W.  Rep.  455 

Peerless  Glass  Co.  v.  Pacinc  Co.   121  Cal.  (Mich.);  Richmond  Ice  Co.  v.  Ice  Co..  88 

641,  64  Pac.  Rep.  101.  S.  E.  Rep.  141  (Va.). 

9Lacy  V.  Hall,  87  Pa.  St.  860.  ^Randall    v.  Johnson,  69  Miss.  317,  48 

4New  York,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  DeWolf,  81       Am.  Rep.  866. 
N.  V.  8 Nunez    v.    Dautel,     19     Wall.       560. 

s  Rogers  V.  I^w,  1  Black.  253;  Staais  v. 
Hodges,  Hill  &  D.  311;  Smith  v.  Ross.  51 
Mi(h.  116.  \f\  N.  \V.  Rep.  aw. 
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§426.     Conditional  upon  Request,  Demand  or  Notice. 


The  promise  may  be  conditional  upon  a  request  or  de- 
mand of  performance ;  the  making  of  the  request  or  de- 
mand is  then  necessary  to  render  the  contract  absolute, 
and  in  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  must  be  al- 
leged and  proved.*  Unless  otherwise  provided  the  de- 
mand need  not  be  in  writing.^ 

The  promise  may  be  conditional  upon  notice  of  some 
matter  being  given  to  the  promisor,  in  which  case  the  re- 
quired notice  is  as  requisite  as  the  demand  in  the  last 
case.*  And  even  when  not  expressly  stipulated  for,  the 
requirement  of  notice  may  be  implied  from  the  nature 
of  the  transaction,  aB  where  the  matter  lies  peculiarly 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  other  party.* 


tt 


'A  request  is  quite  Immaterial,  unless  the  parties  to  a  contract 
have  stipulated  that  It  shall  be  made;  if  they  have  not  done  bo, 
the  law  requires  no  notice  or  request;  but  the  debtor  Is  bound  to 
find  out  the  creditor  and  pay  him."' 


§427.     Conditional  upon  Act  of  Third  Person. 

The  promise  may  be  conditional  upon  the  act  or  will 
of  a  third  party.^  Thus^  where  a  building  contract  pro- 
vides that  payment  shall  only  be  made  on  the  certificate 
of  approval  of  the  architect,  no  claim  for  payment  can 
be  made  unless  the  certificate  be  given.*  In  the  absence 
of  fraud,  or  such  gross  mistake  as  is  equivalent  to  bad 


iWestv.  Murph,  S  Hill,  2S4;  Bakei  v. 
Stoughton,  1  Or.  827;  Stevens  v.  Adams,  46 
Me.  611;  Lobdell  v.  Hopkins,  5  Cow.  61«; 
Greenwood  v.  Curtis,  6  Mass.  855;  4  Am. 
Dec.  145;  Mitchell  v.  Gregrory,  1  Bibb,  440; 
4  Am.  Dec.  655;  Benners  v.  Howard.  Tayl. 
149;  1  Am.  Dec.  583;  Chase  v.  FUnders,  2 
N.  H.  417. 

2 Colby  ▼.  Reed,  99  U.  S.  660. 

sQuarles  v.  Georgre,  2S  Pick.  400;  John- 
son  V.  Moore,  1  Blackf .  268. 

4Vv8e  T.   Wakefield,  6  M.  ^  W.  468: 
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Makin  ▼.  Watkinson,  L.  R.  0  Ex.  96;  Birds- 
eye  V.  Davis,  2  McCord,  206. 

sWalton  T.  Maskeli,  2  D.  &  L.  410,  416, 
18M.  &  W.546. 

^Culley  V.  Hardenburg,  1  Denio,  006; 
Wyckoff  V.  Meyers,  44  N.  Y.  143. 

2  Morgan  V.  Birnie,  9  Bing.  672- Clarke 
V.  Watson,  18  Cum.  B.  (n.  s.)  278;  Smith  v. 
Brady,  17  N.  Y.  178;  72  Am.  Dec.  442; 
Welch  V.  Bldff.  Co.,  46  Cent.  L.  J.  68  (N. 
J.);  BuUer  v.  Tucker,  94  Wend.  llO  (Pa.). 
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faith*  or  a  failure  to  exercise  an  honest  judgment  in  re- 
fusing the  certificate,*  the  refusal  is  conclusive  against 
the  builder^s  right  to  claim  the  stipulated  compensa- 
tion.*^ So,  where  quantity  or  price  or  quality,  it  is 
agreed  by  the  parties,  is  to  be  left  to  the  opinion  and  de- 
termination of  a  third  person,  his  judgment  or  estimate 
is  binding,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake  of  fact.® 

§428.     Conditional  upon  Will  of  Promisor. 

A  promise  conditional  upon  the  will  of  the  promisor 
cannot  make  a  binding  agreement,  for  the  promisor  in 
such  a  case  has  not  bound  himself  to  do  anything* — as 
for  example  a  promise  by  a  master  to  pay  a  servant  what 
he  shall  think  right^  or  to  work  as  long  as  the  prom- 
isor "can  make  it  pay"*  or  to  build  such  a  house  as  he 
shall  think  fit.* 

§429.    Performance  to  ^^ Satisfaction^^  of  Promisor. 

An  agreement  to  do  work  or  manufacture  goods  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  person  who  promises  to  receive  and 
pay  for  them  furnishes  a  frequent  illustration  of  the 
principle  of  the  last  section.  In  Brown  v.  Foster ^^  the 
plaintiff,  a  tailor,  had  agreed  to  make  the  defendant  a 
suit  of  clothes  to  his  satisfaction.     When   the  clothes 


3 Lynn  v.  Railroad,  SO  Md.  404;  45  Am. 
Rep.  741;  Belt,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Brydon,  85 
Md.  198,  57  Am.  Rep.  318;  Tetz  v.  Butter- 
field,  54  Wis.  948,  41  Am.  Rep.  89;  Chism 
V.  Schipper,  51  N.  J.  (L.)  1:  Ogden  v.  U.S., 
00  Fed.  Rep.  7SS;  Crane  Klevator  Co.  v. 
Clark,  80  Fed.  Rep.  705;  Condon  v.  R.  Co., 
UGratt.  90S. 

4A8  for  example,  refttsini"  to  tnveatii^te 
a  disputed  point.  Van  Hoolc  v.  Burns, 
88  Pac.  Rep.  766  (Wash.). 

sSweeney  v.  U.  S.,  109  U.  S.  618.  But 
see  Yates  v.  Ballentine,  56  Mo.  580. 

•Keeble  v.  Black,  4  Tex.  09;  Baasen  ▼. 
Blake,  7  Wis.  579;  Nofsinger  v.  Ring,  71 
Mo.  149,   86  Am.  Rep.   466;   O'Reilfy  y. 


fCerns,  62  Pa.  St.  214;  Crane  v.  Roberts,  5 
Me.  419;  Dustan  v.  Andrew,  44  N.  Y.  72; 
Vaughan  v.  Howe,  20  Wis.  497. 

iTolmie  v.  Dean,  1  Wash.  57;  Rosher  v. 
Williams,  L.  R.  20  (Eq.)  260;  Savage 
Manfg.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  19  Md.  147;  But- 
ler v.  Mill  Co.,  28  Minn.  205,  41  Am.  Rep. 
277. 

«Ante,  Chap.  I:  Gwynne  v.  Hitchner,  58 
Atl.  Rep.  997  (N.  J.). 

•*  Davie  y.  Lumbermans  Co.,  58  N.  W. 
Rep.  625  (Mich.). 

« Rosher  v.  Williams,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  210. 

U18  Mass.  180. 
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were  delivered  he  was  not  satisfied  with  them  and  re- 
turned them,  refusing  even  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  al- 
ter them  so  as  to  make  them  fit.  In  an  action  for  their 
price,  the  plaintiff  proved  by  other  tailors  that  the 
clothes  were,  barring  a  slight  defect  which  could  be  eas- 
ily remedied,  well  made.  But  the  court  held  that  this 
did  not  matter,  saying : 

"If  tbe  plaintiff  saw  fit  to  do  work  upon  articles  for  the  defendant, 
and  to  fumisli  materials  therefor,  contracting  that  the  articles, 
when  manufactured,  should  he  satisfactory  to  the  defendant,  he  can 
recover  only  upon  the  contract  as  it  was  made;  and  even  if  the 
articles  furnished  by  him  were  such  that  the  other  pargy  ought  to 
have  been  satisfied  with  them,  it  was  yet  in  the  power  of  the  other 
to  reject  them  as  unsatisfactory.  It  is  not  for  any  one  else  to  de- 
cide whether  a  refusal  to  accept  is  or  is  not  reasonable,  when  the 
contract  permits  the  defendant  to  decide  himself  whether  the  ar* 
tides  furnished  are  to  his  satisfaction.  Although  the  compensation 
of  the  plaintiff  for  valuable  service  and  materials  may  thus  be 
dependent  upon  the  caprice  of  another,  who  unreasonably  refuses 
to  accept  the  articles  manufactured,  yet  he  cannot  be  relieved  from 
the  contract  into  which  he  has  voluntarily  entered." 

In  Zaleski  v.  Clark^^  an  artist  had  agreed  to  make  a 
marble  bust  of  the  defendant's  deceased  husband  which 
would  be  satisfactory  to  her.  When  the  work  was  com- 
pleted she  refused  to  take  and  pay  for  it  and  the  artist 
sued  her  for  the  price  but  without  success.  Said  the 
court : 

"The  plaintiff  undertook  to  make  a  bust  which  should  be  satis- 
factory to  the  defendant  The  case  shows  that  she  was  not  satis- 
fied with  it  The  plaintiff  has  not  yet  then  fulfilled  his  contract 
It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  she  ought  to  be  satisfied  with  it,  and 
that  her  dissatisfaction  is  unreasonable;  she,  and  not  the  court, 
is  entitled  to  judge  of  that  The  contract  was  not  to  make  one 
that  she  ought  to  be  satisfied  with,  but  to  make  one  that  she  would 
be  satisfied  with.  Nor  is  it  sufficient  to  say  that  the  bust  was  the 
-^est  thing  of  the  kind  that  could  possibly  be  produced.  A  contract 
to  produce  a  bust,  perfect  in  every  respect,  and  one  with  which  the 
defendant  ought  to  be  satisfied  Is  one  thing;   an  undertaking  to 

>44  Conn.  818. 
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make  one  with  which  she  will  be  satisfied  is  quite  another.  The 
former  can  only  be  determined  by  experts;  the  latter  can  only  be 
determined  by  the  defendant  herself." 

These  two  cases  show  that  the  courts  refuse  to  say 
that  where  a  man  agrees  to  pay  if  he  is  satisfied  with  a 
thing  he  should  be  compelled  to  pay  on  proof  that  some 
one  else  is  satisfied  with  it.^ 

The  same  conclusion  is  reached  by  the  courts  when  a 
person  agrees  to  pay  or  employ  another  if  his  services 
are  "satisfactory."* 

The  promisor  however  must  act  honestly  and  in  good 
faith ;  his  dissatisfaction  must  be  actual  not  feigned ; 
real  not  merely  pretended.'^  If  the  purchaser  is  in  fact 
satisfied  but  fraudulently  and  in  bad  faith  declares  that 
he  is  not,  the  condition  is  performed  f  for  the  purpose, 
for  example,  of  evading  payment  of  the  price,  a  dishon- 
est declaration  of  dissatisfaction  would  be  nugatory.'' 
He  must,  if  a  test  is  necessary  to  determine  its  fitness, 
give  that  test  or  allow  it  to  be  mada®  If  an  employer,  for 


sRhodea  v.  Land  Co.,  xqsMo.  (App.) 
aSx.  The  same  has  been  held  as  to  a  por- 
trait, Gibson  v.  Cranage,  89  Mich.  49,  83 
Am.  Rep.  351;  a  cabinet  orfl;an,  Barry  y. 
Rainey,  57  N.  Y.  Suppl.  766;  Penninjrton  v. 
Howland,  21  R.  I.  65.  41  Atl.  Rep.Wl,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  774;  a  set  of  artificial  teeth, 
Hartman  v.  Blackburn,  7  Pittsb.  Leg^.  J. 
(Pa.)140:  a  carriage,  Andrews  v.  Belfield,2 
C.  B.  N.  S  779;  a  steam-heater  for  a  house, 
Adams  Radiator,  etc.,  Worlcs  v.  Schnader, 
156  Pa.  St.  394,  26  Atl.  Rep.  746;  a  play  to 
be  written  by  an  author  for  an  actor.  Haven 
V.  RuascU,  84N.  Y.  Suppl.  298;  Glcnnyv. 
Lacy,  1  N.  Y.  Suppl.  518;  a  literary  or  scien- 
tific article  for  an  encyclopedia.  Walker  v. 
Edward  Thompson  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  Suppl. 
326:  a  design  for  a  bank-note,  Gray  v.  Ala- 
bama Nat.  Bank,  10  N.  Y.  Suppl.  5;  14  N.  Y. 
Supp.  156;  a  horse,  Housding  v.  Solomon, 
127  Mich.  664. 87  N.  W.  Rep.  57;  a  bookcase, 
McCarran  v.  McNulty,  7  Gray,  139;  a  har- 
vesting machine.  Wood  Reaping,  etc.,  Co. 
T.  Smith,  50  Mich.  565, 15  N.W.  Rep.  906,  45 
Am.  Rep.  67-  a  steam  fire  engine.  Silsby 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Chico,  24  Fed.  Rep.  898;  a  cord 
binder,  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co. 
V.  Chesrown,  38  Minn.  82,  21  N.  W.  Rep. 
846;  a  steamboat.  Gray  v.  New  Jersey  Cent. 
R.  Co.,  11  Hun.  70;  an  elevator,  Smgerly 
V.  Thayer,  108  Pa.  St.  291,  2  Atl.  Rep.  280, 
56  Am.  Rep.  207;  steam  fans  for  exhaust- 
ing smoke.  Exhaust  Ventilator  Co.  v.  Chi- 
cago, etc.,  R.  Co  ,  66  Wis.  218,  28  N.  W. 


Rep.  343,  57  Am.  Rep.  267;  a  printing  press. 
Campbell  Printing  Press  Co.  v.  Thorp,  86 
Fed.  Rep.  411;  a  grain  binder.  Piano  Mfg, 
Co.  V.  Ellis.  68  Mich.  101,  86  N.  W.  Rep. 
841;  Seeley  v.  Welles,  120  Pa.  St.  69, 13  Atl. 
Rep.  786;  a  machine  for  generating  gas, 
Aiken  v.  Hyde,  99  Mass.  183:  a  fanning 
mill.  Goodrich  v.  Van  Nortwick,  43  111.  446. 

4  Allen  V.  Mutual  Compress  Co.,  101  Ala.  . 
574,  14  South.  Rep.  862;  Bush  v.  Koll,x 
Colo.  App.  48,  29  Pac.  Rep.  919:  Koehler  v. 
Buhl,  94  Mich.  496,  600,  54  N.  W.  Rep.  157; 
Kendall  v.  West.  196  111.  221,  63  N.  E.  Rep. 
688;Gwynne  v.  Hitchner,  66  N.  J.  L.  97,  48 
Atl.  Rep.  571,  67  N.  J.  L.  654,  52  Atl.  Rep. 
997.  These  are  some  conflicting  cases 
which  are  set  out  and  reviewed  bv  the 
writer  in  9  Cyc.  621-628. 

s Daggett  V.  Johnson,  49  Vt.  345;  Singerly  i 
V.  Thayer,  108  Pa.  St.  297;  Hartford  Manfg. 
Co.  V.  Brush,  43  Vt.  628. 

eSilsby  Manfg.  Co.  v.  Chico,  24  Fed. 
Rep.  898. 

7  A  dams  Radiator  Co.  v.  Schnader,  26 
Atl.  Rep.  74*. 

8  Bait,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Brvdon,  65  Md.  198, 
57  Am.  Rep.  818;  Exhaust  ventilator  Co.  v. 
R.  Co.,  66  Wis.  218:  Manningv.  Glenden- 
ning,  16  Wis.  50;  Mackay  v.  Dick,  6  App. 
Cas.  251;  Crane  Elevator  Co.  v.  Clark,  80 
Fed.  Rep.  706. 

487 


§  429  DISCHABGE  BY  PERFORMANCE.  [PART  IV. 

example,  agrees  to  pay  for  services  if  they  are  satisfac- 
tory to  him,  he  will  certainly  be  under  an  obligation  to 
give  the  employee  a  trial.  So  if  a  man  should  order  a  suit 
of  clothes  and  agree  to  pay  for  them  if  they  suited  him, 
he  would  certainly  be  obliged  to  try  it  on.®  An  article 
to  be  manufactured  could  not  be  rejected  before  it  was 
substantially  completed,  so  that  the  promisor  will  be 
able  fairly  to  determine  whether  it  was  or  would  be  sat- 
isfactory to  him.^^  But  having  decided  that  it  is  not 
satisfactory,  the  buyer  is  not  obliged  to  give  the  seller 
an  opportunity  of  making  it  so.^^ 

In  the  case  of  a  sale  of  goods  to  be  accepted  or  paid 
for,  if  "satisfactory,"  the  condition  is  a  suspensory 
one,^^  i.  e.,  it  suspends  the  obligations  of  both  parties^ 
until  the  purchaser's  satisfaction  is  gained  or  waived.^* 
Hence  that  the  goods  are  not  satisfactory  does  not  give 
him  a  right  to  reject  them  and  to  claim  damages  for  the 
breach  of  contract  of  the  seller,^*  nor  to  keep  them  and 
recover  damages  in  an  action  for  the  purchase  price.**^ 
Thus  where  A  agrees  to  make  B  a  "satisfactory"  coat,  if 
A  makes  the  coat  B  is  not  obliged  to  perform  his  prom- 
ise (i.  e.,  pay  for  it)  unless  it  is  satisfactory  to  him.  B 
cannot  keep  the  coat  and  sue  A  because  it  is  not  satis- 
factory, nor  can  B  reject  it  and  sue  A  for  not  making 
him  a  satisfactory  coat,  nor,  it  would  seem,  if  A  fails  to 
make  a  coat  at  all  can  B  sue  A ;  for  in  such  a  case  there 
is  no  mutuality,  B  not  being  bound  to  anything.  Noth-  %/ 
ing  can  be  more  contradictory  to  the  idea  of  contractual 
obligation,  than  a  liability  on  the  part  of  one  of  the 
promisors  to  perform  or  not  as  he  pleases.** 

"Daggett  T.  Johnson,  40  Vt.  345.  warranty  that  the  goods  were  fit  for  the 

losingerly  v.  Thayer,  108  Pa.  St.  297.  ?^\?°*f  *??    '*?*?»  ^^\%  "<^V  .3"P*    ^• 

1 1  A  u  o  j«  Oft  1^.      100  D  CoUender,  16  Atl.  Rep.  (Com.)  406. 

1 1  Aiken  v.  Hyde,  99  Mass.  183;  Brown  v.  ,  .^        ..  .,  t^  .    .      «        ^         «« 

Foster  suora  > 'Campbell  Printing  Press  Co.  v.  Thorp, 

roster,  supra.  ^  p^^    ^  ^  k 

isSeeante.  Armstrong,  19  Me.  147. 

i3Exhaust  Co  V    R    Co.,  G6  Wis.  218;  is  Ante,  »428:  Hunt  v.  Livermore,6  Pick. 

Phelps  V.  WiUard.  16  Pick.  89.  ggg.  Michigan  Stove  Co.  t.  Harris,  81  Fed. 

14  As  would  be  the  case  if  there  was  a  Rep.  988. 
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(b) 

PAYMENT. 

§430.    Non-payment  of  Debt  When  Due. 

Payment  is  the  performance  of  a  contract  for  the  de- 
livery of  money.  A  contract  to  pay  money  is  discharged 
by  the  payment  or  the  tender  of  either  money  or  a  nego- 
tiable instrument  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  the  contract.  A  party  relying  on  or  pleading 
payment  must  prove  it,  as  it  is  a  defense  peculiarly 
within  his  knowledge.^ 

A  debtor  is  entitled  to  be  satisfied  of  the  authority  of 
a  person  demanding  payment  before  complying  with  the 
demand,  and  a  refusal  upon  that  specific  ground  is  jus- 
tifiable;^ but  the  possession  of  a  signed  receipt  is  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  the  authority.* 

If  the  payment  is  not  made  at  the  proper  time,  the 
creditor  has  a  claim  against  the  debtor  for  damages  for 
the  breach  of  the  contract.  These  damages  are,  aa  a 
rule,  merely  "nominal,"  but  they  give  the  creditor  a 
right  of  action.  If  the  creditor,  before  commencing  an 
action,  accepts  the  amount  of  his  debt  in  satisfaction,  he 
cannot  afterwards  sue  for  the  merely  nominal  damages 
tor  the  detention.  But  it  is  otherwise  when  the  pay- 
ment is  made  after  an  action  has  been  commenced.^ 
And  payment  of  a  less  sum  than  due,  even  though  ac- 
cepted by  the  creditor  in  full,  is  not,  as  we  have  seen,  a 
discharge  of  the  residue.^ 

1  Wolfe  V.  Hall,  e2  AU.  24.  sNash  y.  Union  Mut.    Ins.  Co.,  48  Me. 

aNash  v.  Union  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  48  Me.       848,  09  Am.  Dec.  86. 
348, 09  Am.  Dec.  65.  «  La wson  Rights,  Rem.  ft  Pr.  §tt35. 

»  Ante,  Chap.  IV. 
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§431.     Payment  hy  Negotiable  Instriiment 

Where  payment  is  made  in  a  bill  or  note,  two  different 
cases  may  arise.  The  creditor  may  take  the  security, 
and  promise,  in  consideration  of  it,  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly, to  discharge  his  debtor  altogether  from  his  ex- 
isting liabilities.  He  then  relies  npon  his  rights  con- 
ferred by  the  instrument,  and  if  it  be  dishonored  at  ma- 
turity must  sue  on  it  and  cannot  revert  to  his  original 
cause  of  action.^ 

Or  the  note  may  be  accepted  without  that  agreement. 
Here,  as  in  the  last  case,  the  remedy  on  the  original 
debt  is  suspended  until  the  maturity  of  the  note,*  but, 
if  the  note  is  not  then  paid  the  original  debt  is  revived* 
—provided  the  creditor  has  not  been  guilty  of  any 
laches  or  want  of  diligence  in  obtaining  payment  of  the 
note,* 

The  presumption  is  (nothing  been  shown  to  the  con- 
trary) that  the  parties  intended  the  taking  of  the  note 
tQ  operate  as  a  conditional  dischai^e  only;*^  though,  in 
a  few  States,  this  doctrine  is  denied  and  a  n^otiable  in- 
strument received  for  an  indebtedness  is  regarded  as  an 
absolute  payment,  unless  a  contrary  intention  is  shown.* 


iWolf  V.  Fink,  1  Pa.  St.  485,  44  Ana.  Dec. 
l41;Ralston  V.  Wood,  15  111.,  159,  5S  Am. 
Dec.  604;  Costar  v.  Davis,  8  Ark.  '313,46 
Am.  Dec.  311. 

2Glenn  v.  Smith.  2  Gill.  &  J.  408,  80  Am. 
Dec.  452:  Happy  v.  Master,  48  N.  Y.  313. 
The  rule  extends  also  to  checks.  Brig&ns  ▼. 
Holmes,  118  Pa.  St.  283.  4  Am.  St.  Rep. 
«97;  Barnet  v.  Smith,  80  N.  H.  256,  64  Am. 
Dec.  290-  Heartt  v,  Rhodes,  66  111.  851; 
Wells  V.  Morrison,  91  Ind.  51. 

sWinsted  Bk.  v.  Webb.  39  N.  Y.  825, 100 
Am.  Dec.  435;  Mudd  v.  Harper,  1  Md.  110, 
54  Am.  Dec.  644. 

♦Cochran  v.  Wheeler,  7  N.H.202.26  Am. 
Dec.  732;  Stevens  v.  Park.  73  111.  307; 
Phcenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allen,  11  Mich.  501. 

sNifirhtengrale  v.  Chaffee,  12  R.  I.  609, 23 
Am.  Rep.  531;  Jaflrey  v.  Cornish,  10  N.  H. 
S06;  Folk  V.  Wilson,  21  Md.,  551,  88  Am. 
Dec.  599;  In  re  Davis,  5  Whart.  580,  34  Am. 
Dec.  574;  Moses  v.  Trice,  21  Gratt.  556,  8 
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Am.  Rep.  609;  Blunt  v.  Walker,  11  Wis. 
334,  78  Am.  Dec.  709;  Matteson  v.  Ells- 
worth. 38  Wis.  502,  14  Am.  Rep.  766;  Wey- 
mouth V.  Sanborn,  48  N.  H.  171,  80  Am. 
Dec.  144:  Crary  v.  Bowers,  20  Gal.  85;  Cald- 
well V.  Hall,  49  Ark.  568,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  64; 
Walsh  V.  Lennon,  98  111.  27;  McGuire  v. 
Bid  well,  64  Tex.  48;  Emerson  v.  O'Brien. 
30  Ohio  St.  491;  Aikin  v.  Peterson.  45  Ark. 
813;  Case  v.  Sears,  44  Mich.  196-  Wiles  v. 
Robinson,  80  Mo.  47;  Ford  v.  Mitchell,  16 
Wis.  304. 

>This  is  the  rule  in  Maine,  Massachusetts, 
Indiana  and  Vermont.  Paine  v.  Dwinell, 
58Me.  52- Bunker  v.  Barron,  79  Me.  62, 1 
Am.  St.  Kep.  282;  Thacher  v.  Dinsmore,  5 
Mass.  299,  4  Am.  Dec.  61 ;  Parham  v.  Brock, 
113  Mass.  195:  Maneely  v.  McGee,  6  Mass. 
142.  4  Am.  Dec.  105;  Melledgre  v.  Iron  Co.. 
5  Gush.  168,  51  Am.  Dec.  67;  Dodee  v.  Em- 
erson, 181  Mass.  467;  Smith  v.  Bettg-ar,  68 
Ind.  254;  Hutchins  v.  Olcott,  4  Vt.  549.  24 
Am.  Dec.  684;  Wait  v.  Brewster,  81  Vt.  616. 
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In  some  States  it  is  held  that  if  the  note  be  that  of  a 
third  person,  and  not  of  the  debtor,  satisfaction  is  pre- 
sumed.'' And  it  is  generally  held  that  satisfaction,  and 
not  merely  conditional  payment,  is  intended  when  the 
note  of  a  third  person  is  given  without  guaranty  or  in- 
dorsement, or  is  indorsed  "without  recourse"  for  a  debt 
contracted  at  the  time,  as  where  a  note  of  a  third  per- 
son is  transferred  by  mere  delivery  or  is  indorsed  with- 
out recourse  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  at  the  time. 
Such  a  transaction  is  considered  a  barter  or  exchange 
of  the  note  for  the  goods.® 

§432.     Payment  in  Forged  or  Worthless  Notes  or 

Counterfeit  Coin. 

m 

A  payment  knowingly  or  innocently  made  in  worth- 
less or  counterfeit  bank  bills  or  coin  is  no  payment.^ 
Nevertheless^  in  the  case  of  an  innocent  payment,  the 
law  requires  that  after  the  detection  of  the  counterfeit 
character  of  the  money,  whether  coin  or  bank  notes, 
there  shall  be  no  n^ligence  or  want  of  diligence  on  the 
part  of  the  creditor  who  receives  it  in  giving  informa- 
tion to  the  payer  of  the  true  character  of  the  money,  and 
in  returning  it  to  him.  For,  if  he  is  promptly  notified 
he  may  be  able  to  ascertain  from  whom  he  received  it, 
and  to  trace  it  back  from  holder  to  holder  till  it  shall  be 
returned  either  to  the  original  forger,  or  to  him  who 
passed  it  knowing  it  to  be  counterfeit.^     Therefore, 


'Wright  V.  Crockery  Ware  Co.,  1  N.  H. 
281,  8  Am.  Dec.  68;  Whitney  v.  Gow,  20 
N.  H.  354;  Smith  v.  Bettgrar,  68  Ind.  254,  84 
Am.  Rep.  356;  Stafford  v.  Bacon,  1  Hill,  582, 
37  Am.  Dec.  866;  Gibeon  v.  Tobey,  46  N.  Y. 
687,  7  Am.  Rep.  8»7. 

BBeni.  Prin.  Contr.  121,  citing  Whitbeck 
V.  Van  Ness,  11  Johns.  414,  6  Am.  Dec.  167: 
Breen  v.  Cook,  11  Johns.  241;  Noel  v.  Mur- 
ray. 13  N.  Y.  167. 

iMarklev.  Hatfield,  2  Johns.  466,  8  Am. 
Dec.  446;  United  States  v.  Morgan,  11  How. 
154;  Gilman  v.  Peck,  11  Vt.  516:  34  Am. 
Dec.  702;  Watson  v.  Cresap.  1  B.  Mon.  195, 


46  Am.  Dec.  572;  Young  v.  Adams,  6  Mass. 
182:  Mudd  v.  Reeves,  2  Har.  &  J.  368; 
Ramsdale  v.  Horton,  8  Pa.  St.  880;  Blalock 
V.  Phillips,  88  Ga.  216;  Bank  y.  Buchanan, 
87  Tenn.  82.  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  617. 

«Simms  v.  Clark,  11  111.  137;  Union  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Baldenwick,  45  111.  374;  Pindall  v. 
Bank,  7  Leigh,  617:  Thomas  v.  Todd,  6 
Hill.  340;  Cruder  v.  Pinnock,  14  Serg.  &  R. 
56;  Atwood  y.  Cornwall,  28  Mich.  886,  15 
Am.  Rep.  219;  Widgate  v.  Neidlinger,  50 
Ind.  SSO;  Samuels  v.  King,  50  Ind.  527; 
Laurenceburg  National  Bank  v.  Steven- 
son, 51  Ind.  504. 
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where  the  creditor  did  not  return  the  counterfeit  money 
in  one  case  until  six  months,^  in  another  until  two 
months,^  in  another  until  ten  days?  after  he  had  re- 
ceived it,  the  court  held  that  his  delay  estopped  him 
from  recovery  against  the  debtor. 

So,  if  a  bill  or  note  or  check  is  invalid  for  any  reason 
or  worthless  by  reason  of  the  insolvency  of  the  maker^ 
the  creditor  may  repudiate  the  payment.® 

The  bills  of  an  insolvent  bank  are  no  satisfaction  of 
the  debt,  though  at  the  time  of  payment  neither  party 
was  aware  that  the  bank  had  failed^  But  the  loss  falls 
upon  the  receiver,  where  the  bank  suspends  payment 
immediately  after  payment.®  And  a  payment  of  a  debt 
due  a  bank  in  its  own  depreciated  bank  notes  is  good.*^ 

§433.    Sending  Money  by  Post. 

To  absolve  a  debtor  who  transmits  money  by  mail  to 
his  creditor  for  the  payment  of  his  debt,  from  the  hazard 
of  loss  in  the  transmission,  it  is  necessary  that  the  re- 
mittance should  be  made  by  the  authority,  express  or 
implied,  of  the  creditor,  and  in  the  manner  and  with 
the  precautions  prescribed  by  him.  The  creditor  may 
direct  the  debtor  to  send  him  money  by  mail,  or  it  may 
have  been  the  custom  between  them  to  do  so,  or  the 


3  Raymond  v.  Baar,  13  Serg.  &  R.  818. 15 
Am.  Dec.  008;  Rick  v.  Kelly,  BO  Pa.  St.  580. 

4Pindull  V.  Bank,  7  Leigb,  617. 

sTbomas  v.  Todd,  6  Hill,  840. 

•  Marklev.  Hatfield,  2  Johns.  456,  8  Am. 
Dec.  446;  FleifT  v.  Sleet,  43  Ohio  St.  68, 64 
Am.  Rep.  800;  Bank  v.  Smith,  5  Conn.  71, 
18  Am.  Dec.  87;  Roberts  v.  Fisher,  43  N.  Y. 
169,  8  Am.  Rep.  680;  Hussey  v.  Sibley,  64 
Me.  192,  22  Am.  Rep.  657. 

'Fagg  V.  Sawyer,  9  N.  H.  865;  Wain- 
wright  V.  Webster,  11  Vt.  576,  84  Am.  Dec. 
707;  Gilman  y.  Peck,  11  Vt.  616,  34  Am. 
Dec.  702;  Ontario  Bk.  v.  Lightbody,  13 
Wend.  101,  27  Am.  Dec.  179;  Westfall  v. 
Braley,  10  Ohio  St.  188,  76  Am.  Dec.  609; 
Scruggs  V.  Gas8,  8  Yerg.  175,  29  Am.  Dec. 
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114;  Frontier  Bk.  v.  Morse,  22  Me.  88,  38 
Am.  Dec.  284;  Magee  v.  Carmack.  13  111. 
289;  Harley  v.  Thornton,  2  Hill  (S.  C.)  609t 
Townsends  v.  Bank,  7  Wis.  186;  Honore  v. 
Comesnil,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  628;  \VTiite  v. 
Guthrie,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  603;  Contra,  Bay- 
ard T.  Skunk,  1  Watts  A  S.  92,  87  Am.  Dec. 
441;  Edmunds  v.  Digges,  1  Gratt.  369,  42 
Am.  Dec.  661;  Ware  v.  street,  2  Head,  609, 
75  Am.  Rep.  765;  Corbit  v.  Bank,  2  Har. 
(Del.)  286,  30  Am.  Dec.  685. 

■Ware  v.  Street,  2  Head,  609,  75  Am. 
Dec.  775. 

8  Northampton  Bank  v.  Balliet,  8  Watta 
&  S.  811,  42  Am.  Dec.  297;  Blount  v.  Wind- 
ley,  48  N.  C.  1, 12  Am.  Rep.  616. 
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creditor  may  direct  him  to  simply  "remit,"  the  amount 
or  to  send  the  money  by  a  registered  letter.  In  the  first 
two  cases  if  the  debtor  send  the  money  by  mail,  and  it  is 
lost  in  transit  he  is  discharged,^  in  the  third  he  is  not  f 
nor  in  the  Jfourth  if  he  fails  to  register  the  letter.^ 

§434.    E^ect  of  Giving  Receipt. 

A  written  receipt  of  payment  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  payment  against  the  creditor  but  unless  it  be  executed 
with  the  formalities  of  a  deed  it  is  not  conclusive,  and 
it  is  competent  for  him  to  contradict  or  explain  it,  and 
to  show  that  the  money  was  not  paid.^  The  acknowl- 
edgment in  a  deed  of  the  receipt  of  the  consideration 
is  only  like  any  other  written  receipt  prima  facie  evi- 
dence that  the  amount  stated  has  been  paid  and  may  be 
rebutted  by  parol  evidence.^ 

§435.    Appropriation  of  Payments. 

Where  a  debtor  who  owes  several  debts  to  the  same 
creditor  makes  a  partial  payment  to  him,  the  question 
often  becomes  material  as  to  which  of  those  several 
debts  it  has  discharged,  and  as  to  the  right  of  creditor 
and  debtor  respectively  to  appropriate  the  payment  to 
a  particular  one  of  the  debta  And  three  rules  have 
been  established  by  the  courts  for  the  settlement  of  such 
disputes,  viz. : 


1  Warwick  v.  Noakes.  Peake,  ffT;  Burr  v. 
Sickles.  17  Ark.  488, 66  Am.  Dec.  4«7:  Gur- 
ney  v.  Howe,  0  Gray,  404,  69  Am.  Dec.SM; 
Buell  y.  Chapin,  99  Mass.  694,  97  Am.  Dec. 
68. 

tGroas  y.  Crtss,  8  Gratt.  862;  Burrv. 
Sickles,  17  Ark.  428.  66  Am.  Dec.  487.  But 
see  contra,  Towasend  t.  Henry,  9  Rich. 
(L.)  818,  whrtre  the  direction  was  to  "remit 
to  us  as  soon  as  received." 

3 Williams  ▼.  Carpenter,  86  Ala.,  9,  76 
Am.  Dec.  317.    And  it  makes  no  difference 


that  the  debtor  was  unable  to  roister  the 
letter. 

iTobeyv.  Barber,  6  Johns.  68,  4  Am. 
Dec.886:Muldonv.  Whitlock,  1  Cow.  290, 
13  Am.  Dec.  683;  Real  Estate  Bk.  v.  Raw- 
don,  6  Ark.  568;  Sute  v.  Giese,  36  Atl.  Rep. 
880  (N.  J.). 

ajackson  v.  McChesney,  7  Cow.  860,  17 
Am.  Dec.  621;  Wood  v.  Chapin,  18  N.  Y. 
609,  67  Am.  Dec.  6S;  Daniels  v.  Moses,  19 
S.  C.180. 
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1.  The  debtor,  if  there  are  several  debts  due  from 
him,  has  the  first  right  to  say  to  which  of  them  his  pay- 
ment shall  be  applied.^  And  this  right  is  so  exclusive 
that  the  creditor  is  bound  to  apply  the  payment  as  he  is 
directed  even  to  a  debt  not  due  in  preference  to  one 
overdue.  The  creditor  may  refuse  it  in  such  a  case  but 
if  he  accepts  it  he  must  apply  it  as  directed.^  And  his 
intention  appropriating  a  payment  to  a  particular  debt 
may  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances,  although  not 
declared  in  express  terms  by  the  debtor.*  As,  for  ex- 
ample, where  a  person  pays  the  exact  amount  of  one  of 
two  debts  which  he  owes,  it  is  presumed  that  he  intended 
to  appropriate  the  payment  to  that  debt  and  not  to  the 
other  one,  be  it  larger  or  smaller.* 

2.  The  creditor,  if  the  payment  is  made  without  any 
directions  expressed  or  implied,  has  the  right  to  appro- 
priate it  to  any  debt  due  to  him  from  the  debtor,**  pro- 
vided he  exercises  his  right  within  a  reasonable  time.® 
But  once  he  has  made  his  election,  and  communicated 
it  either  expressly  or  by  implication  to  the  debtor,  he 
will  not  be  allowed  to  change  it  according  to  his  inter- 
est or  convenience.^  The  creditor's  right  does  not  ex- 
tend to  a  payment  received  from  a  third  party  on  ac- 
count of  the  debtor  and  without  his  knowledge  f  nor  has 


iMann  v.  Marsh,  2  Caines,  99;  Patty  v. 
Milne,  16  Wend.  657,  22  Wend,  558:  Cbam- 
penoes  ▼.  Fort,  45  Miss.  355;  Vicar y  v. 
Moore,  3  Watts,  451,  27  Am.  Dec.  823;Pick- 
erinflr  y.  Day,  8  Houst.  474,  96  Am.  Dec. 
291;  Washington,  etc..  Gas.  Co.  v.  Johnson. 
128  Pa.  St.  sSb,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  658. 

aWetherell  v.  Joy,  40  Me.  326;  Croft  v. 
Lumley,  6B1.  &  Bl.  680. 

sStewart  v.  Keith,  12  Pa.  St.  288;  Stone 
V.  Seymour,  15  Wend.  19. 

« Seymour  v.  Van  Slyck.  8  Wend.  408; 
Marryatts  v.  White,  2  Stark.  102. 

s Brady  V.  Hill,  1  Mo.  315,  18  Am.  Dec. 
508:  Bell  V.  Radcliff.  «2  Ark.  045;  Feldman 
V.  Beier,  78  N.  Y.  298;  Van  Rensselaer  v. 
Roberts,  6  Denio.  470;  Waterman  v. 
Younger,  49  Mo.  418;  Nuttall  v.  Bannin,  6 

4M 


Bush,  11;  Harfirrovet  V.  Cook,  15  Ga.  821; 
Howard  v.  McCall,  21  Gratt.  205;  Haynes 
V.  Waite,  14  Cal.  446;  Byrnes  v.  Claffey,  09 
Cal.  120. 

eHarker  ▼.  Conrad  13  Serg.  St  R. 
801, 14  Am.  Dec.  691;  Stone  v.  Seymour,  39 
Mo.  (App.)  166:  Grasser  Co.  v.  Rogers,  70 
N.  W.  Rep.  445  (Mich.).  It  is  said  that  he 
may  make  the  appropriation  at  anytime 
while  the  position  of  the  parties  remains 
unaltered.  Leake  Contr.  920.  But  cer- 
tainly he  could  not  make  the  appropriation 
after  suit  brought.  Haynes  v.  Waite,  14 
Cal.  446 ;  Pickering  v.  Day,  3  Houat.  474, 
95  Am.  Dec.  291. 

7 Hill  V.  Southerland,  1  Wash.  128;  Bank 
V.  Meredith,  2  Wash,  47. 

sLeake  Contr.  980. 
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a  third  i>erson  any  right  to  insist  on  a  particular  ap- 
plication of  a  payment.® 

The  civil  law  rule  which  requires  the  creditor  to 
consult  the  debtor's  interest  in  preference  to  his  own 
has  not  been  adopted  in  our  courts.^^  He  may  appro- 
priate the  payment  to  a  claim  which  he  could  not  recover 
by  action,"  or  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions/^ or  unenforceable  under  the  statute  of  frauds;^* 
or  to  a  debt  unguaranteed  in  preference  to  one  for  which 
he  holds  security,  or  has  a  superior  remedy;^*  or  to  a 
purely  equitable  debt  in  preference  to  a  l^al  debt.**^ 
But  he  cannot  appropriate  it  to  an  ill^al  and  invalid 
claim  ;^^  or  to  a  claim  arising  out  of  a  transaction  for- 
bidden by  statute  ;^^  or  on  a  debt  or  liability  not  yet 
due;"  or  to  a  debt  in  a  representative  capacity  in  pref- 
erence to  a  personal  debt." 

3.  Where  neither  party  has  made  the  appropriation 
the  rule  of  the  common  law  was  that  the  law  would 
appropriate  the  payment  to  the  oldest  debt^^ — another 
illustration  of  its  natural  antipathy  to  any  civil  law  rule 
which  in  this  case  was  to  appropriate  the  payment  to 
the  debt  most  burdensome  to  the  debtor.  But  this  more 
equitable  rule  has  found  favor  in  many  of  the  courts  to 


s  Gordon  v.  Hobart,  2  Story,  343;  Black - 
more  y.  Granberry,  89  S.  W.  Rep.  229 
(Tcnn.). 

loLogan  v.  Mason,  6  W.  &  S.  9. 

11  Arnold  v.  Mayor,  4  Man.  &  G.  600: 
Tames  v.  Child,  2  Cromp.  &  J.  678;  McCaus- 
land  V.  Ralston,  12  Nev.  196,  ^  Am.  Rep. 
781;  Seilicky.  Munson,  3  Aik.  ICO,  16  Am. 
Dec.  689. 

1 1  Ayer  v.  Hawkins.  19  Vt.  26. 

isHaynes  v.  Nice,  100  Mass.  327.  1  Am. 
Rep.  109:  Murphy  v.  Webber,  61  Me.  478. 

i«Peters  v.  Anderson,  5  Taunt,  696; 
Kirby  v.  Marlborough,  2  Maule  &  S.  18; 
Mathews  v.  Sniizler,  46  Mo.  301  ;  Harding 
V.  Tifft,  75  N.  Y.  461 ,  Wood  v.  Callaghan,  61 
Mich.  403, 1  Am.  St.  Rep.  607. 

isLawson  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  $  2647; 
Kidder  v.  Norris,  18  N.  H.  634;  Bobe  v. 
Stickxiey,  36  Ala.  495. 


1  •Phillips  V.  Moses.  66  Me.  70;  Pickett  v. 
Bank,  32  Ark.  346;  McCausland  v.  Ralston, 
12  Nev.  196,  28  Am.  Rep.  781;  Rohan  v. 
Hanson,  11  Cusb.  44;  Greene  v.  Tyler,  39 
Pa.  St.  361. 

1  'Phillips  ▼.  Moses,  66  Me.  70. 

iBHeard  v.  Pulaski,  80  Ala.  602. 

i«Fowke  V.  Bowie,  4  Har.  &  J.  666;  Saw- 
yer v.  Tappan.  14  N.  H.  362;  Johnson  V. 
Boone,  2  Har.  (Del.)  172;  Sneed  v.  Webster, 
2  A.  K.  Marsh.  277. 

«»Stone  V.  Seymour,  15  Wend.  19: 
Sprague  v.  Hazennubel,  68  111.  419;  Cromp- 
ton  V.  Pratt,  106  Mass.  265;  Langdon  v. 
Bowen,  46  Vt.  512;  Fairchild  v.  Holly,  10 
Conn.  176;  Miller  v.  Miller,  28  Me.  22,  39 
Am.  Dec.  597;  Parks  v.  Ingram,  22  N.  H. 
283.  66  Am.  Dec.  163,  Hersey  v.  Bennett,  28 
Minn.  86.  41  Am.  Rep.  271;  Willis  v.  Mc- 
Intyre,  70  Tex.  84,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  674;  Yeo- 
mans  v.  Heartt,  34  Mich.  401. 
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the  extent  of  holding  that  the  appropriation  will  be 
made  by  no  fixed  rule,  but  that  the  law  will  appropriate 
the  payment  according  to  the  justice  of  the  particular 
case;^*  that  it  will  apply  the  payment,  for  example,  to 
the  debt  whose  security  is  most  precarious  ;^*  to  a  se- 
cured in  preference  to  a  simple  debt;^*  to  a  certain  in 
preference  to  a  contingent  liability  ;**  to  a  debt  enforce- 
able by  law  in  preference  to  one  not  so  enforceable.** 

(c) 

TENDER. 

§436.     Tender  When  a  Discharge. 

An  attempted  performance  which  is  frustrated  by 
the  act  of  the  party  to  whom  the  performance  is  due  is 
called  tender.  The  word  is  applied  to  an  oflfer  of  per- 
formance of  a  promise  to  do  something,  and  to  an  offer 
of  performance  of  a  promise  to  po/y  something;  and  a 
distinction  in  its  effect  in  the  two  cases  must  not  be 
overlooked. 

In  the  first  case  where  a  promisor  makes  a  proper 
offer  of  performance  to  the  promisee  and  the  offer  is 
not  accepted,  the  promisor  is  thereby  discharged  from 
liability  on  his  promise.  Thus  in  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  goods  if  the  vendor  satisfies  all  the  requirements 
of  the  contract  as  to  delivery,  and  the  purchaser  never- 
theless refuses  to  accept  the  goods,  the  vendor  is  dis- 
charged by  such  a  tender  of  i>erformance,  and  may 
either  maintain  or  defend  successfully  an  action  for  the 


siWhkcv.  Trumbull.  16  N.  J.  (L.)  814, 
129  Am.  Dec.  657;  Smith  v.  Lloyd,  11  Leigh, 
612;  87  Am.  Dec.  671;  The  Martha,  29  Fed. 
Rep.  706. 

ss Field  y.  Holland,  6  Cranch,  8;  Stam- 
ford Bank  y.  Benedict,  16  Conn.  487; 
Goetz  V.  Piel,  26  Mo.  App.  684. 

^Patterson  v.  Hall,  9  Cow.  747;  Robin- 
son y.  Doolittle,  12  Vt.  246;  Callafiran  y. 
Boozman,  21  Ala.  246;  Jones  y.  Benedict,  63 
N.  Y.  79;  Stamford  Bank  y.  Benedict,  16 
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Conn.  486;  Langdon  y.  Bowen,  46  Vt.  612; 
Vance  v.  Monroe,  4  Gratt.  68.  But  see 
Lanier  y.  Wynian,  6  Rob.  (N.  Y.)  160; 
Burks  y.  Albert,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  97,  20  Am. 
Dec.  209;  Putnam  y.  Russell,  17  Vt.  64,  42 
Am.  Dec.  478. 

s«Bank  y.  Roseyelt,  9  Cow.  409;  Bank  y. 
Brown.  22  Me.  294;  Newman  y.  Meek.  1 
Smedes  &  M.  881. 

asBackman  y.Wright.27  Vt.  187.66  Am. 
Dec.  187;  Hall  v.  Clement,  41  N.  H    169. 
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breach  of  the  contract.^  The  tender  of  them  passes  the 
title  and  vests  the  property  in  the  other  party,^  and  the 
promisor  holds  them  thereafter  as  his  bailee.' 

But  where  the  performance  due  consists  in  the  pay- 
ment of  a  sum  of  money,  a  tender  by  the  debtor,  al- 
though it  may  form  a  good  defense  to  an  action  by  the 
creditor,  does  not  constitute  a  discharge  of  the  debt.  If 
the  creditor  will  not  take  the  money  due  to  him  when  he 
has  a  right  to  demand  it,  and  brings  an  action  for  it, 
the  debtor  must,  in  order  to  defend  himself  successfully 
by  a  plea  of  tender,  continue  always  ready  and  willing 
to  pay  the  debt.^  Then  when  he  is  sued  upon  it,  he  can 
plead  that  he  tendered,  but  he  must  also  pay  the  money 
into  court,  and  if  he  proves  his  plea,  the  plaintiff  gets 
nothing  but  the  money  which  was  originally  tendered 
to  him,  and  the  defendant  gets  judgment  for  his  costs 
of  defense.*^  If  the  debtor  fails  to  keep  his  tender  good 
by  deposit,  the  plaintiff  recovers  the  amount  of  the 
tender  without  interest  from  the  date  of  tender,  but  with 
costs  of  suit.®  A  tender  and  payment  into  court  of  part 
of  the  debt  will  not  stop  the  costs.^ 


1  Mitchell  y.  Merrill,  2  Blackf.  87, 18  Am. 
Dec.  128;  Lamb  v.  Latbrop,  18  Wend.  75, 
87  Am.  Dec.  174;  Berry  v.  Nail,  54  Ala.  446; 
Phelps  V.  Hubbard,  51  Vt.  489;  Cleveland 
V.  Sterrett,  70  Pa.  St.  S04. 

t  Barney  v.  Bliss,  1  D.  Chip.  309,  IS  Am. 
Dec.  097;  Slini^erland  v.  Morse,  8  Johns. 
474;  Lamb  v.  Lathrop,  18  Wend.  95, 27  Am. 
Dec.  174;  Dea  Arts  v.  Leggett,  16  N.  Y. 
562;  Bradshaw  v.  Davis,  12  Tex.  866. 

sCoit  V.  Houston,  .3  Johns.  Gas.  248; 
Brooklyn  Bank  v.  DeGrauw,  n  Wend.  842, 
3!f^  Am.  Dec.  509;  Lamb  v.  Lathrop,  13 
Wend.  95, 27  Am.  Dec  174;  Hayden  v. 
Demets.  53  N.  Y.  481. 

«PuIsifer  v.  Shepherd.  86  III.  512:  Mason 
V.  Groom,  24  Ga.  211;  Brock  v.  Jones,  16 
Tex.  461 :  Gary  v.  Bancroft,  14  Pick.  815, 
25  Am.  Dec.  893;  Lanier  v.  Trigg,  6  Smede 
&  M.  641,  46  Am.  Dec.  298.  By  a  subse- 
quent demand  and  refusal,  the  benefit  of 
tne  tender  is  lost.  Rose  v.  Brown,  Kirby 
298, 1  Am.  Dec.  22;  Manny  v.  Harris,  2 
Johns.  24.  8  Am.  Dec.  889.  But  though  the 
debtor  must  keep  the  money  safely,  so  as 
to  be  ready  at  any  time  to  produce  it.  Gall 
V.  Scott,  4  Gall.  AOi;  Stow  v.  Russell.  86 
111.  18;  he  may  use  it.      Gurtiss   v.    Green- 


banks,  24  Vt.  586.  But  see  Roosevelt  v. 
Bank,  45  Barb.  579;  Gray  v.  Angler,  62  Ga. 
596.  And  he  need  not  have  the  identical 
money  ready.  Golby  v.  Stevens,  88  N.  H. 
191:  Michigan,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunham, 
30  Mich.  126. 

sAulger  v.  Clay,  109  111.  487;  Bisaell  v. 
Heyward,  96  U.  S.  580;  Becker  v.  Boon,  61 
N.  V.  817:  Brooklyn  Bank  v.  DeGrauw.  88 
Wend.  342,  85  Am.  Dec.  509;  Spann  v.  Bait- 
zell,  1  Fla.  301,  46  Am.  Dec.  846;  Raymond 
V.  McKinney,  58  Mo.  (App.)  806.  A  ten- 
der after  suit  stops  the  running  of  interest 
on  the  debt.  Raymond  v.  Bearnard,  12 
Johns.  274,  7  Am.  Dec.  317;  Woodruff  v. 
Trapnell,  12  Ark.  646.  And  bars  the  re- 
covery of  costs  accruing  subsequently. 
Hills  V,  Place,  7  Rob.  (N.  Y.)  289,  4d  N.  Y. 
580:  Murray  V.  Windly,  7  Ired.  201,  47  Am. 
Dec.  324.  But  it  does  not  bar  the  action 
or  extinguish  the  debt.    Hills  v.  Place,  su- 

Sa;  Spann  v.  Beltzell.  1  Fla.  801,  46   Am. 
ec.  947. 

0 Raymond  v.  McKinney,  58  Mo.  (App.) 
803. 


7  Emerson  v.  Kinne,  68  N.  W.  Rep. 
(Mich.). 
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§  437  DISCHARGE  BY  PERFOKMANCE.  [PART  IV. 

§437.     Requisites  of  Valid  Tender. 

A  tender  to  be  a  valid  performance  to  the  extent  just 
stated  must  be  made  by  the  debtor,  his  agent  or  one  pro- 
fessing to  act  in  his  behalf,*  and  to  the  creditor  or  one 
authorized  to  receive  it,*  and  it  must  also  observe  ex- 
actly any  special  terms  which  the  contract  may  contain 
as  to  time,  place,  and  mode  of  payment.*  And  the  fol- 
lowing are  other  legal  requisites  to  a  valid  tender : 

1.  It  must  be  made  in  that  currency  which  the  law 
makes  a  legal  tender  in  payment  of  debts.  In  the  United 
States  legal  tender  consists  of  the  gold  and  silver  coin 
of  the  country,  the  smaller  coins,  in  small  sums,  and  the 
United  States  treasury  notes.* 

2.  It  must  be  in  the  exact  amount  of  the  debt  f  a 
tender  of  a  larger  sum  than  is  due  with  a  request  for 
change  is  not  a  good  tender;  if  the  creditor  refuses  to 
give  change  and  demands  the  exact  amount® 

3.  It  must  be  made  in  such  a  manner  that  the  party 
entitled  may  have  an  opportunity  of  understanding  the 
object  of  the  tender,  and  seeing  that  what  is  presented 
for  his  acceptance  is  really  what  he  stipulated  to  have.*"^ 
Therefore  in  the  case  of  money  it  must  be  actually  pro- 
duced,® so  that  the  party  can  see  it.*     "It  is  not  a  legal 

1  Brown  v.  Dytinger,  1  Rawle,  408:  Kin-  theless  a  lei^al  tender.    Atlanta  R.   Co.    v. 

caid  V.  School  Dist.,  11  Me.  188;  Mahler  v.  Keeny,  26  S.E.  Rep.  639  (Ga.). 

Newbaur,  88  Gal.  168.  91  Am.  Dec.  671,  sfirandt  v.  R.  Co.,  88  la.  114:  Fridge   v. 

a  King  v.  Finch,  60  Ind.  490;  Jackson   v.  Sute,  3  G.  &  J.  108,20  Am.  Dec.  468. 

Crafts,  18  Johns.  110;  Mclniffc   V.  Wheel-  eBetterbee      v.    Davis,  8   Camp.      70; 

??*^'l9X*y'^' 9?^*^"^^'    ^^J^'^'^,.?*       Robinson     v.      Cook.     6    Taunt.       386. 
Me.  67;  Conrad  v.  Druids  Grove,   64   W  is.        a   street  car  company,  it  has  been     held 

2^*  in  California  by  custom,  must  accept  a  lar* 

sLawson  Rights,  Rem.,  &  Pr..  $  2680.  gercoin  than  five  cenuand  furnish  change. 

4 Knox  V.  Lee.  12  Wall.    467.    A   mud-  «»"%  ^-t^^'on't^^B^r't^r^i  U^^rf^iM 

lated  bank   note   is   not   a   good   tender.  Q'  ^  ^^-   ^^S**?  ?SJ^  n^/. ^'  ^°-  ^*^* 

North  Hudson  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  89  Atl.  "'  * '  ^^*  ^  ^-  ^'  ^'  **'    "°'*^- 

Rep.  906  (N.J.).  But  so  long  as   a  genuine  ? Potts  v.  Plalsted.  30  Mich.  149. 

silver  coin  is  wornonlv  by  natural   abras-  sLadd  v.  Patton,  1  Cranch.    C.    C.  268; 

ion,    18  not  appreciably    diminished     in  Camp  v.  Simon,  84  Ala.  128;  Bnglander   v. 

weight,  and  retains  the  appearance   of   a  Rogers,  41  Cal.  420;  Bakeman  v.  Pooler,  15 

coin  dulv  issued  from  the  mint,  It  is  a  Iq^al  Wend.  687;  Sargent  v.  Graham,   5   N.    H. 

tender  for  its  original  value.    Jersey  City  440, 22  Am.  Dec.  469. 

R.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  160  U.  S.  288.     A  gen-  axr^\„u^„   akk«»»  an  \r»  itw    d^i..i.. 

nine  silver  coiS  of  the  United  Sutes,  dis-  h!S?^?^mL^5SS  ?^  fJ^rSi^'J^^^Zl 

tinguishable  as  such,   though  somewhat  "*t*il:,i  ^^  ^'i^A^P^^'  ^^''  ^^^^^ 

rare,  and   differing   in   appearance   from  ^-  ^*'*«'  ^  N.  Y.  S.  C.  849 
other  coins  of  the  government,  of  like  de- 
nomination and  oflater  dates,   is  never- 
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§437 


tender  to  say,  'Here,  I  am  ready ;'  the  debtor  must  have 
the  money  ready  also."^^  In  the  case  of  a  delivery  of 
goods,  they  must  be  so  tendered  as  to  give  time  and  op- 
portunity to  the  creditor  to  examine  and  accept  them.^* 
Therefore  a  tender  of  goods  is  not  properly  made  by  an 
offer  to  deliver  closed  casks,  said  to  contain  the  goods, 
but  the  contents  of  which  are  not  allowed  to  be  seen  and 
examined.^^ 

4.  It  must  be  made  unconditionally,*^  for  if  the 
tender  is  accompanied  by  a  demand  for  a  receipt,  or 
that  the  creditor  shall  admit  that  this  is  all  that  is  due, 
or  that  the  money  shall  be  received  in  full  of  all  de- 
mands, it  is  not  a  valid  tender.**  In  the  case  of  a  non- 
commercial promissory  note,  the  authorities  are  in  con- 
flict as  to  whether  a  good  tender  can  be  made  upon  the 
condition  that  the  note  shall  be  surrendered,  but  in  the 
case  of  commercial  paper  the  authorities  seem  to  be. 
uniform  that  a  tender  upon  condition  that  the  paper 
shall  be  surrendered  is  good,  because  such  paper  might 
be  put  in  circulation  after  payment  and  innocent  parties 
become  liable,  which  is  not  so  with  non-commercial 
pai)er;  after  payment  by  the  maker  it  becomes  harm- 
less as  against  him,  wherever  it  may  go.**^  A  tender, 
however,  may  be  made  under  protest;*®  and  an  accept- 
ance by  the  creditor  of  a  tender  made  on  condition  is  an 
acceptance  of  the  condition.*^ 


loMurphy  v.Gaion,  3  Hayw.  (N.C.)  168, 
8  Am.  Dec.  628;  Bacon  v.  Smith,  8  La. 
Ann.  441,  46  Am.  Dec.  649;  Brown  v.  Hol- 
ley.  a8Vt.674. 

iilsherwood  V.  Whitmorc.lO  M.  &  W. 
767;  Bates  v.  Bates,  1  Miss.  401,  18  Am. 
Dec.  578;  Dewes  v.  Lockhart,  1  Tex.  685; 
Wyman  V.  Winslow,  11  Me.  306,  26  Am. 
Dec.  648;  Hawley  v.  Mason,  9  Dana,  88,  88 
Am.  Dec.  628. 

i.*Isherwood  v.  Whltmore,  supra. 

1  sSmith  V.  Keels,  16  Rich.  818.  Shaw  v. 
Sears,  8  Kan.  348;  Brooklyn  Bk.  v.  De- 
Grauw,  28  Wend.  844.  86  Am.  Dec.  569; 
Bddy  V.  O'Hara,  14  Wend.  881:  Rose  v. 
Duncan.  49  Ind.  869;  Rives   v.    Dudley,   8 


Jones  (Eq.)  188,  «7  Am.  Dec.  8S1;  Tc    Poel 
V.  Shutt,  78  N.  W.  Rep.  886  (Neb.). 

1  *Thayer  v.  Brockclt,  13  Mass.  450;  Hel- 
ton V.  Brown,  18  Vc.  284,  46  Am.  Dec.  148; 
Draper  V.  Hilt,  4;i  Vt.  489,  5  Am.  Rep. 
292;  Holton  v.  Brown,  18  Vt,  284,  46  Am. 
Dec.  149;  Brown  v.  Gilmore,  8  Me.  107,  88 
Am.  Dec.  888. 

i»Storeyv.  Krewson,  56  Ind.  897,  88 
Am.  Rep.  668:  Wilder  v.  Seelye.  8  Barb. 
406;  Smith  v.  Rockwell.  8  Hill,  482;  Gabon 
V.  Bank,  7  N.  Y.  4!57;  Strafford  v.  Welch, 
59N.  H.46. 

i«i>coti  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  596. 

i^Lec  V.  Dodd,  80  Mo.  (App.)  271;   Ful- 

sp.  1084. 


ton  V.  Kemp,  33  N.  B.  Rep. 
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5.  It  must  be  maintained  and  kept  open.  In  the 
case  of  chattels  as  long  as  the  person  making  the  tender 
continues  in  possession  of  the  goods,  and  insists  that 
they  are  the  property  of  the  buyer  and  refuses  to  treat 
the  contract  of  sale  as  rescinded,  he  will  be  bound  to 
deliver  them  on  demand.  And  in  the  case  of  money  not 
only  must  he  keep  the  money  ready,  but  as  we  have  seen 
he  must  if  sued  pay  it  into  court 

6.  Defects  in  the  tender  from  any  of  the  causes  above 
may  be  waived  by  the  creditor  refusing  to  receive  the 
thing  tendered  on  some  other  ground  than  that  which  he 
afterwards  sets  up  as  a  def^t  in  the  tender."  Thus  a 
tender  in  what  is  not  a  l^al  tender — as  for  example  a 
check — ^is  good  where  the  creditor  objects  to  the  amount, 
and  not  to  the  quality,  of  the  tender."  So  when  the 
money  was  not  produced,  but  the  creditor  objected  that 
.the  amount  was  not  sufficient;*^  and  where  a  receipt  was 
demanded,  but  the  creditor  objected  that  a  greater 
amount  was  due.*^ 

§438.     When  Tender  not  Necessary, 

A  tender  is  not  necessary  where  the  creditor  either 
expressly  or  impliedly  waives  it;^  as  where  he  states 
that  nothing  is  due  him,  and  that  he  will  accept  noth- 
ing f  or  says  simply  that  he  will  not  receive  the  money 
or  chattels;*  or  absents  himself  from  home,  or  avoids 
the  debtor,  in  order  that  a  tender  shall  not  be  made  to 
him  ;*  or  expressly  refuses  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
contract® 


isWhelanv.  Reilly.  61  Mo.  565;  Gould 
V.  Banks,  8  Wend.   5«2,  24  Am.  Dec.  70. 

idPolglass  V  Oliver.  2  Cromp.  &  J.  15; 
Jones  V.  Arthur,  8  Dowl.  442;  Ball  v.  Stan- 
lev,  6  Yerg.  199,  SW  Am.  Dec.  368;  Ray- 
mond v.  McKinney,  58  Mo.  (App.)  308. 

2 oPolgriass  V.  Oliver,  2  Cromp.  &  J.  15; 
Thome  v.  Mosher,  20  N.  J.  (Eq.)  257. 

2 1  Richardson  v.  Jackson,  8  Mees.  &  W. 
298. 

1  Holmes  v.  Holmes,  IS  Barb.  187,  9N.  Y. 
625;  Thome  v.  Mosher,  20  N.  J.  (Eq.)  558; 
Haskell  v.  Brewer,  11  Me.  285. 

2  Lacy  V.  Wilson,  24  Mich.  479;  Sharp  v. 
Todd,  38  N.  J.  (Eq.)  324. 
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3 Bellinger  ▼.  Kilts,  6  Barb.  278;  Brewer 
V.  FleminR,  61  Pa.  St.  102;  Terrell  v.  Walk- 
er, 65  N.  C.  91;  Wesling  v.  Noonan,  31 
Miss.  509;  Hazard  v.  Lon'ng,  10  Cush.  267; 
Dorsey  v.  Barbee,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  204,  12 
Am.  Dec.  206. 

♦Southworth  v.  Smith.  7  Cush.  391-  Gil- 
more  v.  Holt,  4  Pick.  257;  Noyes  v.  Clark. 
7  Paiere,  179,  32  Am.  Dec.  620:  Hall  v. 
Whittier,  10  R.  I.  680;  McPhcrson  v.  Wal- 
ker, 40  III.  371;  Comstock  ▼.  Laiper,  78  Mo. 
(App.)  890. 

sSkinnerv.  Tinker,  34  Barb.  888-  New- 
comb  V.  Brackett,  16  Mass.  161;  Post  v. 
Garrow,  18  Neb.  682. 


CHAPTER  XIV. 

DISCHARQK  BY  IMPOSSIBILITY  OP  PERFORMANCE. 

Section  439.  Introductory. 

440.  One  Must  Perform  What  He  Promises. 

441.  Obligation  Imposed  by  Law  and  by  Contract  Distin- 

guished. 

442.  Impossibility  of  Performance  no  Excuse. 

443.  Exceptions  to  this  Rule. 

444.  Same — First  Exception. 

445.  Same — Second  Exception. 

446.  Alternative  Promises. 


§439.     Introductory. 

m 

Impossibility  of  Performance  may  take  place  from  the 
fact  that  there  was  not  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made  any  way  of  carrying  out  the  contract  or  from  the 
fact  that  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  contract  cir- 
cumstances have  arisen  which  make  it  impossible  to 
perform  it.  These  cases  do  not  properly  belong  to  this 
chapter  and  have  already  been  touched  upon.  They  are : 
(a)  impossibility  on  the  very  face  of  the  agreement  or 
known  to  both  parties  at  the  time,  which  avoids  the  con- 
tract because  there  is  no  real  consideration,*  and  (b) 
impossibility  at  the  time  of  the  contract  not  known  to 
either  party,  which  may  avoid  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  mistake.^ 

[We  stop  to  notice  one  other  case  of  impossibility  at 
the  time,  t.  e.,  where  the  impossibility  is  known  to  one 
party  but  not  to  the  other.  Where  the  impossibility  is 
known  only  to  the  promisor,  he  is  taken  to  intend  to 

lAnte,  Chap.  IV.  2 Ante,  Chap.  VI. 
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§  440  IMPOSSIBILITY  OF  PERFORMANCE.       [PABT  IV. 

bind  himself  absolutely.^  On  the  other  hand  where  the 
impossibility  is  known  only  to  the  promisee,  it  cannot 
be  accepted  with  the  expectation  that  it  w^ll  be  carried 
out  and  therefore  the  promise  is  not  binding.*] 

But  what  is  to  be  dealt  with  in  this  chapter  is  impos- 
sibility arising  subsequent  to  the  formation  of  the  con- 
tract. 

§440.     Owe  Must  Perform  What  He  Promises. 

The  common  law  practically  says  to  parties  w^ho  are 
entering  into  contracts,  "Don't  promise  what  you  can't 
perform."  A  man  is  not  obliged  to  undertake  to  do  a 
dangerous  or  a  burdensome  or  an  unreasonable  thing, 
but  if  he  does  so  he  must  carry  out  his  agreement.*  So, 
if  he  wishes  to  protect  himself  from  the  thing  which  he 
agrees  to  do,  turning  out  to  be  difficult  or  dangerous  or 
unreasonable  to  do,  he  has  full  opportunity  to  so  pro- 
vide in  his  contract,  and  if  he  promises  unconditionally 
he  will  be  bound  unconditionally.* 

3  A  covenant  to   pay   a  sum  of  money  fense.    Jenninf^s  v.  Lyon,  89  Wis.   553,  90 

**when  I  collect  the  money  on  a    bond    on  Am.  Rep.  57. 

which  suit  is  landing,"  is  broken  if   there  4Lcake  Conir.  6tt. 

IS  no  such  bond  or  suit  pendini7.      Bullock  ....                            j    .,  i     w 

V.  Pottinger,  8  J.  J.  MaiSi.  7*,  19  Am.  Dec.  *    ^  person  mav  underuke  by  agreement 

164.    A  married  man  promised  to  marry   a  ^o  ^o  ^^V,  particular  act.  and  if   it   is   not 

woman  who  was  then  unaware  of  his  being  reasonable,  it  is  his  own  fauit  *or  entering 

married.    It  was  held,  that  he   was  abso-  "^iS  *  w'.S^^SS:      Y^^  ""'  Wakefield; 

lutely  bound    by    his    promise.      Wild    v.  6M.&W.  456.    Whereto   an  action     for 

Harris,  7  Com.  B.  999:  Mil  ward   v.    Utile-  *>r«^iL°^»,P''°'??**  '**  marry,  the  defendant 

wood,  6  Ex.  775.    "The  promise  lo  marry"  pleaded  that  after  making  the  promtee   be 

said  the  court,  -implies  on  his  part  that  he  became  afflicted  with  a  disease  which  ren- 

is  then  capable  of  marrying,    and    he    has  dered  him  incapable  of   mamagc  without 

broken  that  promise  at  the  time  of  making  danger  of  his  life,  this   was   ncld  no   dc- 

it."Cover  v. Davenport,  1  Heisk.  388,  2  Am.  J?"**-     "*V-  Wright,   El  B.  &  E.    766. 

Rep.  706:  Kelly  ▼.  Riley,  106  Mass.   839,  8  Contra  see  TrammeU  v.Vaughan,  158  Mo. 

Am.  Rep.  836;  and  see  Pollock  v.  Sullivan,  *'^' 

58  Vt.  507,  88  Am.  Rep.  702.    So  where  by  <  Dewey  v.Alpena  School  Dist.,  43  Mich, 

a  charter-party  the  freighter  undertook  to  480,  88  Am.  Rep.   204;   Superintendent    ▼. 

load  **with  the  usual  dispatch  of  the  port,"  Bennett,  27  N.  J.  (L.)  518,  72  Am.  Dec.  373; 

which  he  knew  he  was  then  Incapable   of  McDonald  v.  Gardner,  56  Wis.  85;  Dermotl 

doing  by  reason  of   his   previous  engage-  v.  Jones,  S  Wall.  1;  Janes  v.  Scott,  59   Pa. 

ments  with  other  ves&els   that  had    prece-  St.  178,  98  Am.  Dec.  129;  Myers  v.  Diamond 

dence  by  the  rules  of  the  port,  it  was  held  Toe  Line,  58  Mo.  (App.)   901;     Robson    v. 

that  he  was  absolutely  bound  by   his  con-  Mississippi  River  Co.,  61    Fed.    Rep.   900; 

tract  to  load  and  responsible  for  the  delay.  Jones  v.  Anderson,  82  Ala.  802,  2  South. 
Ashcroft  v.  Colliery  Co.,  L.  R.     9    Q.   B.  '    Rep.   911;  Tobias  v  Lisberger,  105   N.  Y. 

540.    Where  a  subsequent  impossibility  of  4<)4, 12  N.  E.  Rep.  13,  59  Am.  Rep.  80»;    U. 

performance  might  have  been  foreseen    by  S.  v  Smoot,  15  wall.  86;  Smith  v.    Comp- 

the  promisor  and  he  chooses  to  bind   him-  ton,  52  A tl.    Rep.   886   fN.  J.):    Hantboru 

self  absolutely  he  cannot  plead  it   as   a  de-  v.  Quinn,  69  Pac.  Rep.  817  (Or.). 
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A  person  who  sells  goods  agreeing  to  deliver  them  at 
a  certain  time,  cannot  plead  that  contrary  to  his  expec- 
tations he  could  not  get  the  goods  when  or  at  the  price 
he  intended*  nor  that  on  account  of  disturbances  in  the 
country  it  would  be  dangerous  to  try  to  deliver  them.* 
So,  one  who  agrees  to  do  certain  work  cannot  set  up 
that  on  account  of  matters  connected  with  it  which  he 
did  not  expect,  it  has  become  difficult  or  will  be  im- 
possible to  carry  it  on.**  So,  where  a  school  teacher  was 
engaged  for  a  certain  term  and  the  directors  before  the 
end  of  the  term  closed  the  school  on  account  of  small- 
pox in  the  neighborhood,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that 
it  was  eminently  dangerous  to  continue  the  school  was 
no  answer  to  the  teacher's  suit  for  the  remainder  of  his 
salary.®  And  where  the  plaintiff  entered  into  an 
agreement  to  furnish  a  certain  number  of  horses  to  the 
government,  and  before  the  time  the  horses  were  deliv- 
erable, the  bureau  of  cavalry,  as  it  had  a  right  to  do, 
adopted  new  regulations  in  r^ard  to  the  inspection  and 
acceptance  of  horses  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  made 
it  impossible  for  him  to  obtain  horses  and  he  abandoned 
his  contract,  this  was  held  no  justification.'^ 

§441.    Obligation  Imposed  hy  La/w  and  hy  Contract 

Distinguished. 

An  obligation  imposed  by  law  is  always  reasonable, 
and  when  the  law  creates  a  duty  or  charge  and  the  party 
is  disabled  from  performing  it  without  any  fault  in 
him,  the  law  will  excuse  him.    Thus  in  the  case  of  waste 

sPhillipi  V.  Taylor,  49   N.   Y.    Sup.  Ct.  (N.  H.}:  Anderson  v.  May.   60   Minn.   880- 

818;  Gilpins  v.  Consequa,  Pet.  C  C.   86,   8  Cowley  v.  Davidson,  18  Minn.  98;  McOuid* 

Wash.  184;  Vouqua  V.  Nixon,    Pet.  C.   C.  dy  v.Brannock,  70Mo.  (App.)548;  Cochran 

JBl.  V.  R.  Co.,  181  Mo.  607;  Nickel  v.  fritch.    46 

♦  Elscy  V.  Stamps,  10  Lea,  709.  Cent.  L.  J.  28  (Mich.). 

s Devlin  v.  New  York.  4  Duer.  887;  She-       ^  ^^^'HSXJ^'^^^  ^••^•»  ««?«:  Gear  v. 
man  v.  Mayor,  1  N.  Y.  816;  Janes  v.  Scott,       Gray,  87  N.  W.  Rep.  1060  (Ind.). 
supra.    Leavitt  v.  Dover,  82  Atl.  Rep.  156  'In  re  Smoot,  16  Wall.  86. 
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(which  is  a  damage  to  land  or  tenements  while  in  the 
possession  of  a  tenant  for  life  or  years  for  which  he  is 
held  liable  to  the  reversioner  independent  of  any  con- 
tract) if  a  house  or  buildings  or  trees  be  destroyed  by 
the  act  of  God  as  by  storms  or  tempest  or  by  rioters  or 
public  enemies^  the  tenant  is  excused.^  So  in  the  case 
of  a  common  carrier  whom  the  law  charges  as  an  in- 
surer of  the  property  he  undertakes  to  carry,  he  is  ex- 
cused for  losses  arising  from  the  act  of  God  or  the  public 
enemy.*  The  reason  here  is  that  the  extraordinary  re- 
sponsibility is  imposed  on  him  without  his  consent* 

But  if  a  man  expressly  agrees  to  pay  rent  for  premises 
for  a  certain  term,  and  before  that  time,  they  are  de- 
stroyed by  the  act  of  God  or  other  causes  beyond  his  con- 
trol he  is  not  discharged.*  So,  "if  the  lessee  covenant 
to  repair  a  house,  though  it  be  burnt  by  lightning,  or 
thrown  down  by  enemies,  yet  he  ought  to  repair  iV^ 
So,  where  A  leased  a  spring  for  a  term  agreeing  to  pay 
rent  for  that  term  in  order  to  obtain  pure  water,  he  was 
held  not  discharged  from  paying  rent  because  the  water 
subsequently  became  polluted  and  useless  to  him.^  If 
a  common  carrier,  instead  of  undertaking  the  service 
under  his  common  law  liability,  should  specially  agree 
to  carry  safely,  he  would  be  bound  for  a  loss  which 
might  happen  from  a  cause  which  without  any  contract 
w^ould  have  excused  him.*^  The  reason  here  is  that  if  he 
did  not  wish  to  be  liable  for  these  things  he  might  have 


1  White  V.  Wagner,  4  H.  &.  J.  878,  7  Am. 
Dec.  674. 

>Law8on   Ball.,  Chap.  XI. 

3 Davis  V.  Smith,  15  Mo.  409. 

4Halletl  v.Wylie,  8  Johns.  44,  8  Am.  Dec. 
457-  Linn  v.  Ross,  10  Ohio  412,  88  Am.  Dec. 
95;  Lauffher  t.  Glenn,  87  Minn.  4;  Davis  v. 
Smith,  supra:  Burnet  v.  Fuchs,  28  Mo. 
(App.)  279;  0*Neil  v.  Flannaean,  64  Mo. 
(App.)  SB.  This  rule,  it  must  be  noted,  has 
been  modified  or  abolished  by  statute  in 
some  States.    1  Stim.  Am.  St.  L.  2062. 

sRoss  T.  Overton,  8  Call.   809,   2  Am. 
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Dec.  562:  Abby  v.  Billups.  85  Miss.  618,  7S 
Am.  Dec.  148;  Hoy  v.  Holt,  91  Pa.  St.  88; 
»6  Am.  Rep.  659;  Scott  v.  Scott,  18  Grati. 
166. 

6 Jones  V.  Waterworks  Co.,  65  Mo.  (App.) 
388. 

7Gaither  v.  Barnet,  8  Brev.  488.  Where 
a  common  carrier  contracted  to  deliver 
certain  packages  in  {food  order  and  con- 
dition ^'unavoidable  accidents  only  except- 
ed," he  was  held  liable  for  a  loss  by  tne 
public  enemy.     Fish  v.  Chapman,  2  Ga. 
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§442 


provided  against  them  in  his  contract  The  law  never 
creates  or  imposes  upon  any  one  a  duty  to  perform  what 
God  forbids,  or  what  He  renders  impossible  of  perform- 
ance, but  it  allows  people  to  enter  into  contracts  bb  they 
please,  provided  they  do  not  violate  the  law.® 

§442.    Impossibility  of  Perfornumce  No  Excuse. 

Therefore  if  the  promisor  makes  the  performance  of 
his  promise  conditional  upon  its  continued  possibility, 
the  promisee  takes  the  risk,  and,  in  the  event  of  per- 
formance becoming  impossible,  the  promisee  must  bear 
the  loss.  But  if  the  promisor  makes  his  promise  un- 
conditionally, he  takes  the  risk  of  being  held  liable,  even 
though  i)erformance  should  become  impossible  by  cir- 
cumstances beyond  his  control.^ 

In  School  District  v.  Dauchy^  defendant  agreed  to 
build  and  complete  a  schoolhouse  for  plaintiff.  When 
nearly  completed,  the  building  was  struck  by  lightning 
and  destroyed.  The  court  held  that  the  destruction  of 
the  building  did  not  excuse  defendant's  non-perform- 
ance of  the  contract.*  So,  where  one  had  agreed  to 
transport  goods  from  New  York  to  Independence,  Mis- 
souri, within  twenty-six  days,  and  failed  to  accomplish 
it  in  that  time,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  a  public 
canal  on  which  the  goods  were  intended  to  be  trans- 


sschool  Ditt.  T.  Dauchy,  25  Conn.  530, 
68  Am.  Dec.  871. 

iTbe  Harriman,  0  Wall.  172;  Jones  v. 
U.  S.,  96  U.  S.  2D:  Dermott  v.  Jones,  8 
Wall.  1;  Bunnby  v.  Smith,  8  Ala.  (N.  S.) 
188;  Stephens  v.  Vaughan,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
806,  SO  Am.  Dec.  816;  bingleton  v.  Carroll, 
6  J.  J.  Marsh.  687,  38  Am.  Dec.  96;  Wells 
V.  Calnan,  107  Mass.  517.  9  Am.  Rep.  66; 
Dist.  Township  V.  Smith,  89  Iowa  11,  18 
Am.  Rep.  89;  Bacon  7.  Cobb,  45  111.  68; 
Schwartz  ▼.  Saunders,  46  III.  88;  Cassidy 
V.  Clark,  7  Ark.  181:  Graves  v.  Berdau,  1^ 
Barb.  101:  Cobb  v.  Harmon,  89  Barb.  476; 
Kein  V.  Tupper,  48  How.  Pr.  461;  Van 
Buskirk  v.  Roberts,  31  N.  Y.  675;  Bebee  v. 
Johnson,  19  Wend.  500;  School  Trustees  ▼. 


Bennett,  27  N.  T.  (L.)  513, 78  Am.  Dec.  878; 
Booth  V.  Rolling  Mill  Co.,  60  N.  Y.  487; 
Worthington  v.  Ins.  Co.,  41  Conn.  401, 19 
Am.  Rep.  496;  Tompkins  y.  Dudley,  85  N. 
Y.  872,  88  Am.  Dec.  849;  Stees  v.  Leonard. 
20  Minn.  494;  Boyle  t.  Agawam  Canal  Co., 
82  Pick.  881,  88  Am.  Dec.  749;  Oakley  v. 
Morton,  11  N.  Y.  85,  68  Am.  Dec.  49:  Har- 
rison V.  Mo.  Pac.  R.  Co.,  74  Mo.  371;  Beatie 
V.  Coal  Co.,  56  Mo.  (App.)  881;  Knappman 
V.  Water  Co.,  46  Atl.  Rep.  698  (N.  J.);  Jones 
V.  St.  Johns  College,  L.  R.  C.  Q.  B.  115. 

<85  Conn.  580,  66  Am.  Dec.  871. 

sAndseetothe  same  effect  Adams  v. 
Nichols,  19  Pick.  875.  81  Am.  Dec.  187; 
Fildew  V.  Besley,  48  Mich.  100,  38  Am. 
Rep.  488. 
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ported  a  part  of  the  distance  was  rendered  impassable 
by  an  unusual  freshet,  and  that  this  occasioned  the  de- 
tention, was  not  a  legal  excuse  therefor.*  So,  where  a 
railroad  company  agreed  unconditionally  to  make  a 
connection  for  the  promisee  with  another  railroad  com- 
pany, non-performance  was  held  not  excused  by  the  re- 
fusal of  the  latter  company  to  permit  the  connection  to 
be  made.*^  So,  a  water  company  which  agrees  to  supply 
to  a  consumer  water  with  pressure  sufficient  for  fire 
purposes  is  liable  for  damages  sustained  by  the  con- 
sumer from  fire  in  consequence  of  a  failure  in  the  water 
pressure,  though  the  failure  is  due  to  a  break  in  its 
pipes  without  the  company's  fault.® 

§443.     Exceptions  to  the  Rule. 


To  the  rule,  however,  there  are  two  exceptions.  First, 
where  the  performance  is  rendered  impossible  by  the  act 
of  the  law.  Second,  where  from  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract it  is  evident  that  the  parties  contracted  on  the 
basis  of  the  continued  existence  of  the  person  or  thing 
to  which  it  relates.  It  would  perhaps  be  more  logical 
to  say  that  these  two  cases  are  not  so  much  exceptions 
to  the  rule  stated  in  the  last  sections,  as  cases  where 
the  intention  of  the  parties  is  presumed  or  inferred, 
though  not  expressed,  from  their  peculiar  situation  or 
from  the  subject-matter  itself.* 


4  Harmony  v.  Bing^ham,  18  N.  Y.  09;  and 
to  the  same  effect  Bugster  v.  West,  S5  La. 
Ann.  119, 48  Am.  Rep.  282;  Tobias  v.  Liss- 
bergrer,  106  N.  Y.  401, 60  Am.  Rep.  500. 

sRailroadCo.  V.  Relchert.  68  Md.  261. 
This  is  very  like  an  English  case  where  it 
was  held  that  where  A  contracts  to  ulce 
B  into  a  firm  of  which  he  is  a  member,  it 
is  no  excuse  for  his  failure  to  do  as  he 
agreed  that  he  cannot  obtain  the  consent 
of  the  other  partners.  McNeil  v.  Reed,  0 
Bing.  68. 

•  Knappman  Co.  v.  Middlesex  Water 
Co.,  46  Atl.  Rep.  698  (N.  J.). 
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iJn  School  Dist.  v.Dauchy.  85  Conn.  590, 
68  Am.  Dec.  871,  the  court  said:  ''We  be- 
lieve the  law  is  well  settled  that  if  a  p|er- 
son  promises  absolutely,  without  exception 
or  qualification,  that  a  certain  thing  shall 
be  done  by  a  riven  time,  or  that  a  certain 
event  shall  tale  place,  and  that  the  thing 
to  be  done  or  the  event  is  neither  impos- 
sible nor  unlawful  at  the  time  of  the  prom- 
ise, he  is  bound  by  his  promise,  unle&s  the 
Eerformance  before  that  time  becomes  un- 
Lwful.  Anv  seeming  departure  from  this 
principle  of  law  (and  there  are  some  in- 
stances that  at  first  view  appear  to  be  of 
that  charaaer)  will  be  found,  we  think,  to 


CH.  XIV.]        IMPOSSIBILITY  OF  PERFORMANCE. 
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§444.     Same — First  Exception. 

Whpre  the  performance  becomes  impossible  by  law, 
either  by  reason  of  (a)  a  change  in  the  law  or  (b)  some 
action  by  or  under  the  authority  of  the  government,  the 
promisor  is  discharged.^ 

(a)  Thus,  where  one  leased  a  piece  of  land  and  cove- 
nanted that  only  ornamental  buildings  should  be  erected 
on  an  adjacent  tract  retained  by  him,  and  the  tract  re- 
tained was  subsequently  taken  and  used  for  a  *  station 
by  a  railroad  company  under  powers  given  to  it  by  the 
legislature,  it  was  held  that  the  lessor  was  discharged 
from  his  covenant.* 

So,  a  covenant  in  the  lease  of  a  wooden  building  to  re- 
build the  same  in  case  of  Are,  was  decided  to  be  released 
by  the  subsequent  passage  of  a  municipal  ordinance  pro- 
hibiting the  erection  of  wooden  buildings  in  that  local- 
ity.« 

(b)  A  contract  by  a  corporation  with  an  individual 
to  employ  him  for  a  stipulated  time  is  dissolved  by  a  dis- 
solution of  the  corporation  by  judicial  proceedings, 
taken  by  the  State.*  So,  where  A  agreed  to  pay  B  a 
certain  price  per  bushel  for  hauling  all  coal  sold  by  A 
to  C,  and  C's  business  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver, who  purchased  coal  of  A,  under  order  of  court, 


grow  out  of  the  mode  of  constniing  the 
contract  or  affixing  a  condition,  raitea  by 
implication  from  the  nature  of  the  subject 
or  from  the  situation  of  the  parties,  rather 
than  from  a  denial  of  the  principle  itself; 
such,  for  instance,  as  a  promise  to  marry, 
where  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  parties 
agree  to  intermarry  if  they  shall  be  alive; 
or  a  promise  to  deliver  a  certain  horse  at  a 
future  time,  and  before  the  day  arrives  the 
horse  dies,  in  which  case  the  parties  are 
held  to  have  contracted  in  view  of  that 
contingency.  In  these  and  lilce  cases  the 
-court  will  hold  that  the  parties  did  not 
understand  that  the  thing  was  to  be  done, 
unless  the  life  of  the  persons,  or  of  the 
horse,  was  continued,  so  that  there  would 
bean  object  and  an  interest  in  the  exe- 
•cution  of  the  contract.'* 


>Wade  V.  Mason,  12  Gray,  ^,  74  Am. 
Der.  697;  Livingston  v.  Tompkins»4  Johns. 
Ch.  416,  8  Am.  Dec.  598;  Jones  v.  Judd,  4 
N.  Y.  411;  Baker  v.  Johnson,  49  N.  Y.  196; 
Buffalo,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  R.  R.  Co.,  Ill  N. 
Y.  182;  Semmes  v.  Ins.  Co.,  18  Wall.  158; 
Osborn  v.  Nicholson,  18  Wall.  654.  Note, 
that  **law'*  means  the  law  of  one's  own 
country  and  not  the  acts  or  laws  of  a  foreign 
country  Leake  Contr.  718;  Barker  v. Hodg- 
son. 8  M.  &  S.  S67. 

2  Bailey  v.  De  Crespigny,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B. 
180. 

3Cordes  v.  Miller,  39  Mich.  581. 

♦  People  V.  Globe  Ins.  Co.,  91  N.  Y.    174. 
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and  employed  A  to  haul  it,  it  was  held  that  B  could  not 
maintain  an  action  against  A  for  breach  of  contract*^ 

In  Hughes  v.  Wamsutta  Miils/^  in  an  action  for  wages 
the  master  set  up  a  contract  by  the  servant  to  give  two 
weeks'  notice  of  leaving  the  service,  which  had  not  been 
given  because  the  servant  had  been  arrested  on  a  charge 
of  adultery  and  imprisoned.  It  was  held  that  this  was 
a  valid  excuse.^ 

§445.     Sa/me — Second  Exception. 

Where,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  it  is  evident 
that  the  parties  contracted  on  the  basis  of  the  continued 
capacity  or  existence  of  the  (a)  person  or  (b)  thing  to 
which  it  relates,  the  subsequent  incapacity  or  perishing 
of  the  person  or  thing  will  excuse  the  performance. 

(a)  Contracts  to  perform  personal  acts  are  consid- 
ered as  made  on  the  implied  condition  that  the  party 
shall  be  alive  or  shall  be  capable  of  performing  the  con- 
tract.^ 

In  Robinson  v.  Davidson/^  an  action  was  brought  for 
damage  sustained  by  a  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of 


5  Atkinson  v.  Scboonmaker.  12  Mo.  A  pp. 
426;  Malcolmson  v.  Wappoo  Mills.  88  Fed. 
Rep.  680. 

611  Allen,  201. 

7 It  was  argued  for  the  defendant  in  this 
case  that  as  the  arrest  was  the  result  of 
the  voluntary  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  com  - 
mitting  the  crime  for  which  he  was  arrest- 
ed, it  ^ould  therefore  not  be  allowed  to  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  him.  But  the  court 
very  properly  distinguished  between  the 
proximate  cause  of  his  not  giving  the  no- 
tice which  was  his  arrest  by  the  officers  of 
the  law  and  the  remote  cause  which  was 
his  commission  of  a  crime,  saying:  **The 
same  argument  might  be  used  in  case  of 
inability  to  continue  in  service,  occasioned 
by  sickness,  or  some  bodily  iniury.  It 
might  be  shown  in  such  a  case  that  some 
voluntary  act  of  imprudence  or  careless- 
ness led  directly  to  the  physical  conse- 
quences which  disabled  a  party  from  con- 
tinuing his  services  under  a  contract.'* 
The  same  argument  was  in  fact  used  with 
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no  better  result  in  the  later  case  of  K.  v. 
Raschen,  32  L.T.  (N.  S.)  38.  where  it  was 
held  that  illness  was  a  valid  excuse  for  not 
rendering  personal  services  under  a  con  - 
tract,  and  it  made  no  difference  thkt  the 
illness  was  caused  by  a  venereal  disease 
contracted  through  the  servant's  own 
fault. 

1  Knight  V.  Bean,  22  Me..631;  Spalding  r. 
Rosa,  71  N.  Y.  40,  27  Am,  Rep.  T;  Yerring- 
ton  V.  Greene,  7  R.  I.  589,  84  Am.  Dec.  578; 
Stewart  V.  Loring,  6  Allen,  306,  81  Am. 
Dec.  747;  Siler  v.  Gray,  86  N.  C.  666;  Mar- 
tin V.  Hunt,  1  Allen,  419:  Singleton  v.  Car- 
roll, 6  J.  J.  Marsh,  627,  22  Am.  Dec.  95; 
Lacy  v.  Getman,  119  N.  Y.  169;  Parker  v. 
McComber,  17  R.  I.  674.  The  other  party 
has  also  a  right  to  rescind— the  a^eement 
is  not  simply  voidable  at  the  option  of  the 
party  disabled.  Pollock  Contr.'  878;  Leo- 
fold  V.  Salkey,  89  111.  412. 

2L.  R.  6  Ex.  269:  and  see  Spalding  v. 
Rosa,  71  N.  Y.  40,  V7  Am.  Rep.  40;  a  similar 
case. 
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an  eminait  pianoforte  player,  who,  having  promised  to 
perform  at  a  concert,  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by 
dangerous  illness.  This  was  held  a  good  excuse,  the 
court  saying : 

"This  iB  a  contract  to  perform  a  serylce,  which  no  deputy  could 
perform,  and  which,  in  case  of  death,  could  not  be  performed  by 
the  executors  of  the  deceased;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that,  by  ylrtae 
of  the  terms  of  the  original  bargain,  incapacity  of  body  or  mind 
In  the  performer,  without  deftiult  on  his  or  her  part,  is  an  excuse 
for  non-performance.  Of  course  the  parties  might  expressly  con- 
tract that  incapacity  should  not  excuse,  and  thus  preclude  the  con- 
dition of  health  from  being  annexed  to  their  agreement.  Here  they 
have  not  done  so;  and  as  they  have  been  silent  on  that  point,  the 
contract  must,  in  my  Judgment,  be  taken  to  have  been  conditional 
and  not  absolute."* 

Promises  to  marry,  or  promises  to  serve  for  a  certain 
time,  are  never  in  practice  qualified  by  an  express  ex- 
ception of  the  death  of  the  party,  and  therefore,  in  such 
cases  the  contract  is  in  terms  broken  if  the  promisor  die 
before  fulfillment.  Yet,  it  was  very  early  determined 
that  if  the  performance  is  personal,  the  executors  are 
not  liable.^  But  in  these  cases  the  only  ground  on 
which  the  parties  or  their  executors  can  be  excused 
from  the  consequence  of  the  breach  of  the  contract  is 
that,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  there  is  an  implied 
condition  of  the  continued  existence  of  the  life  of  the 
contractor.  It  matters  not  whether  the  disability  be 
temporary  or  permanent,  the  question  is  simply  whether 
it  is  such  as  to  prevent  the  fulfilment  of  the  particular 
contract.*^    And  a  promise  to  marry  is  conditional  upon 


9  A  contract  by  an  autbor  to  write  a  book 
or  by  a  painter  to  paint  a  picture  within  a 
reasonaole  time  would  be  deemed  subject 
to  the  condition  that  if  the  author  became 
insane  or  the  painter  paralytic  and  so  in- 
capable of  performinip  the  contract  by  the 
act  of  God,  he  would  not  be  liable 
personally  in  damages  any  more  than  his 
executors  would  be  if  he  had  been  pre- 
vented by  death.  Pollock  C.  B.  in  Hall, 
V.  Wright,  E.  B.  &  E.  7»8. 

«Stewart  v.  Stone,  127  N.  Y.  500.    As  to 


promises  to  marry,  see  ante,  Chap.  IX. 
As  to  contracts  of  service  it  is  well  settled 
that  where  complete  performance  is  pre- 
vented by  sickness  or  death,  the  contract 
is  not  broken.  Clark  v.  Gilbert,  26  N.  Y. 
197.  84  Am.  Dec.  189;  Fuller  v.  Brown,  11 
Mete.  440. 

s  Pollock  Contr.  876.     The  party  should 

Sive  reasonable  notice— where  he  is  able  to 
o  so— to  the  other  party  of  the  disabling 
accident.    Pollock  Contr.  876. 
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the  continued  physical  and  mental  health  of  the  parties.*^ 
But  no  contract  which  can  be  performed  by  an  agent 
is  discharged  by  a  cause  of  this  kind ;  the  rule  is  re- 
stricted to  personal  contracts  of  the  character  just 
shown/ 

(b)  Where  the  contract  relates  to  the  use  or  posses- 
sion or  any  dealing  with  specific  things  in  which  the 
performance  necessarily  depends  on  the  existence  of  the 
particular  thing,  the  condition  is  implied  by  the  law 
that  the  impossibility  arising  from  the  perishing  or  de- 
struction of  the  thing,  without  default  in  the  party,  shall 
excuse  the  performance,  because,  from  the  nature  of  the 
contract,  it  is  apparent  that  the  parties  contracted  on 
the  basis  of  the  continued  existence  of  the  subject  of 
the  contract.® 

The  leading  caae  upon  this  subject  is  Taylor  v.  Cald- 
ivelU  There  the  defendant  agreed  tp  let  the  plaintiff 
have  the  use  of  a  music  hall  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
concerts  upon  certain  days ;  before  the  days  of  perform- 
ance arrived  the  music  hall  was  destroyed  by  fire,  and 
the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  for  losses  arising  from 
the  consequent  breach  of  contract.  The  court  held  that^ 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  stipulation  on  the  matter,, 
the  parties  must  be  taken  "to  have  contemplated  the 
continuing  existence"  of  the  music  hall  "as  the  founda- 
tion of  what  was  to  be  done ;"  and  that  therefore : 

"In  the  absence  of  any  express  or  implied  stipulation  that  the- 
thing  shall  exist,  the  contract  Is  not  to  be  construed  as  a  positive 


6  Allen  V.  Baker,  86  N.  C.  91,  41  Am.  Rep. 
444;  Shackelford  ▼.  Hamilton,  19  S.  W. 
Rep.  5  (Ky.);  Trammell  v.  Vaughan,  158 
Mo.  214. 

7  Pollock  Conlr.  878. 

•  Dexter  ▼.  Norton,  47  N.  Y.  82,  7  Am. 
Rep.  415;  Lord  v.  Wheeler,  1  Gray,  282; 
Wells  ▼.  Calrian,  107  Mass.  614;  Greene  v. 
Linton,  7  Port.  188,  81  Am.  Dec.  707;  Pow- 
ell ▼,  R.R.  Co.,  12  Orcg.  488;  THe  Tornado, 
106  U.  S.  342;  Ward  v.  Vance,  98  Pa.  St. 
499;  Walker  v.  Tucker,  70  111.  527;  Gould 
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V.  Minch,  70  Me.  288;  Brumby  v.  Smith,  3 
Ala.  128;  Thompson  v.  Gould,  20  Pick.  184. 
In  Livingstone  ▼.  Graves,  32  Mo.  479,  the 
defendant,  who  bad  agreed  to  keep  a  cer- 
tain bridge  in  repair  for  three  vears,  was. 
held  not  bound  to  rebuild  it,  after  it  bad 
been  destroyed  by  fire.  This  is  perhaps  an 
extreme  case,  though  it  may  be  said  that 
the  intention  was  that  there  should  be  a 
bridge  in  existence  to  repair,  and  that  "re- 
pair" could  not  be  construed  to  mean  "re- 
build." 

03  B.  &  S.  626. 
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contract,  but  as  subject  to  an  implied  condition  that  the  parties 
shall  be  excused  in  case,  before  breach,  performance  becomes  im- 
possible from  the  perishing  of  the  thing  without  default  of  the 
contractor." 

This  exception  and  the  general  rule  stated  in  the 
former  section  are  very  well  illustrated  by  two  cases 
with  nearly  the  same  facts.  In  the  first  a  person  con- 
tracted to  deliver  a  certain  quantity  of  a  crop  of  pota- 
toes to  be  raised  on  a  particular  piece  of  land,  and  the 
entire  crop  was  destroyed  by  blight^^  In  the  second  a 
person  contracted  to  raise,  sell,  and  deliver  a  specified 
quantity  of  beans  of  various  kinds,  no  particular  land 
on  which  they  were  to  be  raised  being  specified.^^  In 
the  first  case  it  was  held  that  the  party  was  excused 
fiom  performing,  the  court  saying: 

"Had  the  contract  been  simply  for  so  many  tons  of  potatoes  of 
a  particular  quality,  then,  although  each  party  might  have  had  in 
his  mind  when  he  made  the  contract  this  particular  crop  of  po- 
tatoes, if  they  had  all  perished,  the  defendant  would  still  have  been 
bound  to  deliver  the  quantity  contracted  for;  for  it  would  not  have 
been  within  the  rule  of  a  contract  as  to  a  specific  thing.  But  the 
contract  was  for  200  tons  of  a  particular  crop  in  particular  fields, 
and  therefore  there  was  an  implied  term  in  the  contract  that  each 
party  should  be  free  if  the  crop  perished." 

In  the  second  case  the  court  held  that  the  fact  that 
unexpected  early  frost  so  far  destroyed  the  party's 
crops  that  he  could  not  complete  his  contract  was  no 
excuse. 

§446.    Alternative  Promises. 

If  a  person  contract  to  do  at  his  option  one  of  two 
things,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  one  of 
them  is  possible  and  the  other  impossible,  he  must 

toHowellT.  Coupland,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  1 1  Anderson  ▼.  May.  60  Minn.  880,  fi8  N» 

408.  W.  Rep.  530. 
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perform  that  which  is  possible.*  So,  if  both  are  possi- 
ble when  the  contract  is  made  but  one  of  the  modes  sub- 
sequently becomes  impossible,  he  is  bound  to  perform 
it  in  the  other  modes.^  Thus^  a  creditor  who,  in  his  re- 
ceipt for  a  safe  taken  by  him  as  collateral  security, 
promised  on  payment  of  the  debt  to  deliver  the  safe 
to  the  debtor,  or  its  equivalent  in  money,  was  held  liable 
for  the  value  thereof  where,  without  fault  on  his  part, 
it  was  destroyed  by  fire  while  in  his  possession.'  And 
in  no  case  is  non-performance  of  a  contract  excused  by 
the  act  of  God,  where  it  may  be  substantially  carried 
into  effect,  although  the  act  of  God  makes  a  literal  and 
precise  performance  of  it  impossible.* 


1  Leake  Contr.  716:  Board  of  Education  Smith  ▼.  Durell,  16  N.  H.  344,  41  Am.  Dec. 

V.  Townsend,  63  Ohio   St.    514,  50  N.  B.  782. 

Rep-  283.  3  Drake  ▼.  White,  117  Mass.  10. 

*g*''^o"^  ^- Xoyj^*' ^J^**?"^*  '''  ^^^^  4WiUiam8v.  Vanderbilt,28   N.    Y.   «17, 

T.  Worthinjpon,  7  Ohio  171;  Jacquinet  v.  34  Am.  Dec.  888;  Board  of  Education  ▼. 

Boutron,   fl   Ia.  Ann.    80^     Wilmington  Townsend,  supra. 

Trans.  Co.  v.   Smith,   96   Cal.   1:  contra,  *     *^ 
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DISCHARGE  BY  OPERATION  OF  LAW. 
Section  447.    Introductory. 

(A)      MERGER. 

448.  Merger  Described. 

449.  Requisitee  to  Merger. 

(B)      ALTERATION  OF  WRITTEN  INSTRUMENTS. 

450.  Alteration  Avoids  Instrument 
461.    Presumption  as  to  Alterations. 

452.  Law  and  Fact. 

453.  Recovery  upon  Original  Consideration. 

454.  Right  to  Fill  Blanks  in  Instruments. 

(0)      LOSS  OF  WRITTEN  INSTRUMENTS. 

455.  Effect  of  Loss  of  Written  Instrument 

(d)    bankruptcy. 

456.  Bankrupt  Law  Discharges  Obligations. 

(E)      DEATH. 

457.  Discharge  of  Contract  by  Death. 

§447.     Introductory. 

Discharge  of  a  contract  by  Operation  of  Law,  wholly 
without  reference  to  any  such  intention  of  the  parties, 
may  occur  in  five  ways:  (a)  by  merger,  (b)  by  altera- 
tion of  a  written  instrument,  (c)  by  loss  of  a  written 
instrument,  (d)  by  bankruptcy,  (e)  by  death. 

(a) 

MERGER. 

§448.     Merger  Described. 

Merger  is  an  operation  of  law  which  extinguishes  a 
right  by  reason  of  its  coinciding  with  another,  right  of 
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greater  legal  worth  in  the  same  person.^  Thus,  w^here 
a  judgment  is  recovered  upon  either  a  simple  contract 
or  a  contract  under  seal,  the  remedy  upon  them  is 
merged  in  the  judgment.^  So,  where  two  parties  to  a 
simple  contract  embody  its  contents  in  a  deed  which 
they  both  execute,  the  simple  contract  is  thereby  dis- 
charged, being  merged  in  the  specialty.' 

The  doctrine  of  merger  applies  by  mere  operation  of 
law,  independently  of  any  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
without  any  express  or  implied  agreement  between  them 
that  the  inferior  remedy  should  be  extinguished.*  But 
where  the  face  of  the  security  or  other  evidence  shows 
that  the  higher  security  was  taken  only  as  a  further  or 
collateral  security,  there  is  no  merger  or  extinguish- 
ment.*^ 


§449.     Requisites  to  Merger. 

The  requisites  to  a  merger  are: 
(a)  The  two  securities  must  be  different  in   their 
l^al  operation,^  the  one  of  a  higher  efficacy  than  the 


1  Rap.  &  L.  Law  Diet;  Groverman  v. 
Diffenderfcr.  U  Gill.  A  J.  16;  Baker  v. 
Baker,  88  N.  J.  L.  18,  75  Am.  Dec.  843; 
Wann  v.  McNulty,  8  Gilm.  355;  43  Am.Dec. 
58. 

2  Wayman  v.Cocbrane,  85  III.  152;  Run- 
namaker  v.  Cordrey,  54  111.  SqS.  But  not  a 
foreign  judgment.  Eastern  Tp.  Bank  v. 
Beebe,  63  Vl.  177,  88  Am.  Rep.  665;  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Peabody,  55  Vt.  49S,  45  Am.  Rep. 
638. 

3  McDonald  v.  Ingraham,  80  Mass.  880, 
64  Am.  Dec.  166;  Bank  v.  Tesson,  1  Mo. 
617;  Settle  v.  Davidson,  7  Mo.  604; 
Shaw  V.  Benton,  5  Mo.  478;  Curson  v. 
Monteiro,  8  Johns.  S08;  McNaughton  v. 
Partridge,  11  Ohio,  888,  88  Am.  Dec.  781; 
Meyers  v.  Hewitt,  16  Ohio,  458;  Clifton  v. 

iackson  Iron  Co,  74  Mich.  183,  16  Am.  St. 
lep.  681  note.  Taking  a  note  does  not  ex- 
tinguish alien. The  Charlotte  v. Hammond, 
9  Mo.  58,  48  Am.  Dec.  536.  In  Illinois  a 
party,  being  liable  uDon  a  replevin  bond, 
promised  in  writing  to  pay  the  amount  of 
his  liability  by  the  next  term  of  court,   if 
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no  suit  was  brought  on  the  bond,  but  the 
bond  was  not  released.  It  was  held,  that 
no  action  would  lie  upon  the  subsequent 
promise,  as  it  could  not  merge  or  destroy 
the  higher  security.  Leiand  v.  Barry,  w^ 
111.  348. 

*  Price  V.  Moulton,  10  C.B.  661. 

5  Van  Vliet  v.  Jones,  30  N.  J.  (L.)  840,  43 
Am.  Dec.  633:  Gardiner  v.  Hust,  8  Rich. 
601;  Yates  v.  Donaldson,  5  Md.  389,  61  Am. 
Dec.  888;  Banorgee  v.Hovey,  5  Mass.  11,  4 
Am.  Dec.  17;  Graves  v.  Allen,  68  Tex.  589. 

1  Though  we  have  seen  that  all  negotia- 
tions and  agreements  which  precede  the 
execution  ofa  written  contract  are  not  ad- 
missible to  explain  or  contradict  it,  as  they 
are  considered  as  merged  in  the  writing 
(ante,  §379.  And  see  Martin  v.  Hamlin,  16 
Mich.  854,  100  Am.  Dec.  181:  Coleman  v. 
Hart,  85  Ind.  866;  Furguson  v.  Weather- 
ford.  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  196;  Oiler  v.  Gard,  83 
Ind.  110),  yet  this  is  a  rule  of  evidence 
merely  and  not  '^merger*'  as  that  word  is 
used  here,  for  the  contract  in  writing  is  of 
no  higher  nature  than  the  oral  one. 


CH.  XV.]  DISCHARGE  BY  OPERATION  OF  LAW.  §  450 

other.^  A  second  security  taken  in  addition  to  one  sim- 
ilar in  character  will  not  affect  its  validity^  unless  there 
be  discharge  by  a  substituted  agreement* 

(b)  The  two  securities  must  be  co-extensive;  that  is, 
the  new  and  superior  security  must  be  for  the  same  debt 
and  between  the  same  parties.*^ 


(b) 


ALTERATION  OF  WRITTEN  INSTRUMENTS. 


1450.     Alteration  Aixnds  Instrument, 


If  a  deed  or  other  contract  in  writing  be  altered  by 
an  addition,  interlineation  or  erasure  it  is  discharged,^ 
though  of  course  the  other  party  is  not  precluded  from 
availing  himself  of  it,  further  than  by  the  difficulty  of 
proving  its  original  state.^ 

An  alteration  by  a  stranger,  without  the  participation 
of  the  party  interested,  is  called  a  spoliation  of  the  in- 
strument, not  changing  its  legal  operation,  so  long  as 
the  original  writing  remains  legible.^ 

The  ground  of  this  strict  rule  is  public  policy  for  the 
protection  of  legal  instruments  from  fraud  and  substi- 


>  Thus  a  bond  taken  for  another  bond 
does  not  mersre  the  lormer.  Andrews  v. 
Smith,  9  Wend.  63:  Weakley  v.  Bell,  9 
Watts,  'i90, 86  Am.  Dec.  116;  L;idd  v.  Wig- 
gin,  85  N.H.  421,  69  Am.  Dec.  5.51.  And  see 
Martin  v.  Hamlin,  18  Mich.  364,  100  Am. 
Dec.  181:  Hines  v.  Barker,  3  Johns.  506; 
Waerv.  West  fall,  21  Barb.  177:  Banorgce 
V.  Hovcy,  5  Mass.  11;  Bill  v.  Porter,  9 
Conn.  80;  Speed  v.  Hann,  1  T.  B.  Mon.  16; 
15  Am.  Dec.  78. 

9  A  superior  right  is  never  merged  in  an 
inferior. 

*  Where  parlies  make  a  new  contract  on 
the  same  subject  as  the  old,  the  last  one  is 
considered  as  a  substitute  for  the  other, 
though  there  is  strictly  no  "merger."  See 
Stow  V.  Russell,  36  111.  18;  Hargrave  v. 
Conroy,  19  N.  J.  (Eq.)  281. 

»  Whitbeck  v.  Wayne,  16  N.  Y.  532; 
Hutchins  v.  Hebbard,  34  N.  Y.  24;  Norfolk 
Bank  v.  McNamara,  8  Ex.  628;  Jones  v. 
Johnson,  8  Watts  &  S.  276,  88  Am.  Dec. 
760;  Day  v.  Seal,  14  Johns.  404;  Davis  v. 
Arable.  2  Hill,  339;  Doty  v.  Martin,  82 
M'ch.  4fR>. 


1  Angle  V.  Ins.  Co.,  92  U.  S.  380;  Bene- 
dict V.  Cowden,  49  N.  Y.  896,  10  Am.  Rep. 
882;  Brown  v.  Straw,  6  Neb.  587,  29  Am. 
Rep.  369;  Den  v.  Wright.  7  N.  J.  (L.)  175. 
n  Am.  Dec.  664;  Hunt  v.  Gray,  S-^  N.  J. 
<L.)  2-J7, 10  Am.  Rep.  832;  Campbell  v.  Mc- 
Arthur,  2  Hawks,  33,  11  Am.  Dec.  738; 
Bliss  v.McIntyre,18  Vt.  466,46?Am.Dec.  165; 
Stewart  v.  Preston,  1  Fla.  10,44  Am.  Dec. 
621 ;  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass. 
196,  26  Am.  Rep.  67;  Draper  v.  Wood,  112 
Mass.  31b,  17  Am.  Rep.  62;  Wait  v.  Pome- 
roy,  20  Mich.  425,  4  Am. Rep.  396;  Trigg  v. 
Taylor,  27  Mo.  245.  72  Am.  Dec.  2^3; 
Lammers  v.  White  Sewing  Mac.  Co.,  23 
Mo.(App.)471;  Meyer  v.  Hunicke,  55  N.Y. 
412;  Am.  Pub.  Co.,  v.Fisher,  87Pac.  Rep. 
259,  (Utah). 

s  Leake  Contr.  811;  Bledsoe  v  Graves, 
6  111.  882;  Martin  v.  Ins.  Co.,  101  N.  Y.  498; 
Drum  V.  Drum,  133  Mass.  566;  Greer  v.  R. 
Co.,  96  Pa.  St.  891,  48  Am.  Rep.  648;  Con- 
dict  v.  Flower,  106  111.106. 

3  Bridges  v.  Winters,  post. 
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tutioiL  The  purpose  is  to  keep  interested  parties  from 
tampering  with  them,  by  the  risk  of  forfeiting  them  in 
case  of  detection.* 

The  general  rule  is  subject  to  the  following  subsidiary 
rules,  viz. : 

1.  The  alteration  must  be  made  by  a  party  to  the 
instrument  or  with  his  procurance  or  connivance,'  It 
does  not  avoid  the  writing  where  it  is  made  by  the 
party's  agent*  or  by  one  in  whose  custody  it  has  been 
left  for  safe-keeping.'' 

2.  The  alteration  must  be  made  after  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  the  instrument.® 

3.  The  alteration  must  be  made  without  the  consent 
of  the  other  party,  or  his  subsequent  ratification,  or  it 
will  operate  as  a  new  agreement.'  This  assent  may  of 
course  be  either  express  or  implied.  Where  there  are 
several  promisors  those  consenting  to  the  alteration  are 
bound  thereby,  while  the  rest  are  discharged.^^ 

4.  The  alteration  must  be  a  material  one,  for  even 
though  made  with  a  fraudulent  intent  an  immaterial 
alteration  does  not  vitiate  the  instrument**  To  be  a 
material  alteration  it  must  change  in  some  way  its 
meaning  or  its  legal  effect,*^  and  hence  an  alteration  is 
immaterial  if  neither  the  rights  or  interests,  duties  or 


*  Bcnj.  Princ.  Conir.  128. 

s  Bridgres  v.  Winters.  42  Miss.  185,  3  Am. 
Rep.  598;  Wamnf?  v.  Smyth,  2  Barb.  Ch. 
110,  47  Am.  Dec.  290;  Piersol  v.  Grimes,  SO 
Ind.  120,  95  Am.  Dec.  678;  Hunt  v.  Gray, 
85  N.  J.  (L.)  227.  10  Am.  Rep.  232;  Louis  v. 
Payn,  8Cow.  71,18  Am.  Dec.  427;  Lee  v. 
Alexander,  9  B.  Mon.  2.*),  48  Am.  Dec.  412; 
Lubbering  v.  Kohlbrecber,  22  Mo.  506; 
Drum  V.  Drum,  188  Mass.  668:  Condict  v. 
Flower,  106  111.  105;  Hord  v.  Tauljman,  79 
Mo.  101. 

0  Collins  ▼.  Makepeace.  13  Ind.  448: 
Hunt  V.  Gray.  35  N.  J.  (L.)  227,  10  Am. 
Rep.  232;  Bigrelow  v.  Stephens,  85Vt.  521; 
LangenberRer  v.  Kroeger,  48  Cal.  147, 17 
Am.  Rep.  418;  Moore  v.  I  vers,  83  Mo.  20. 

f  Yeager  v.  Musgrajee,  28  W.  Va.  00. 

sBritton  v.  Stanley,  4  Whart.  184; 
Ravises  ▼.  Alson,  5  Ala.  296;  Hunt  v. 
Gray,  86  N.  J.  (L.)  227;  Wickes  v.  Caulk.  5 
H.  &  J.  86;  Winkler  v.  Gunther.  25  S.  E. 
Rep.  527  (Ga). 
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0  Humphreys  v.  Guillow,  18  N.  H.  S86, 
88  Am.  Dec.  499;  Bell  v.  Mahin,  69  la.  406; 
Collins  V.  Collins,  61  Miss  811.  24  Am. 
Rep.  682;  Wooley  ▼.  Constant,  4  Johns.  M, 
4  Am.  Dec.  246;  King  v.  Hunt,  13  Mo.  97; 
Grimstead  v.  Briggs.  4  Iowa,  550;  Stiles  v. 
Probst,  69  111.  8K:  Pclton  v.  Prescott,  13 
Iowa,  .567;  Wilson  v.  Henderson,  9  Smedes 
&  M.  875.  48  Am.  Dec.  716;  Canon  v.  Grigs- 
by,  116  111.  151,  56  Am.  Rep.  769;  Jacobs  v. 
Gilreath.  22  S.  B.  Rep.  057  (S.  C.) . 

loWarrintr  v.  Williams,  8  Pick.  322: 
Myers  v.  Nell,  84  Pa.  St.  860;  Gardiner  ▼. 
Harback.  21  111.  129;  Canon  v.  Grlgsby, 
116  111.  151. 

1 1  Robinson  v.  Ins.  Co.,  25  Iowa,  4S0; 
Moye  V.  Herndon,  80  Miss.  110:  Miller  v. 
Reed,  27  Pa.  St.  246,  67  Am.  Dec.  460: 
Miller  v.  Gilliland,  10  Pa.  St.  llO;  Booth  v. 
Powers,  56  N.  Y.  22;  Morrison  v.  Grigs- 
by.  78  Mo.  434. 

1 2  Nichols  V.  Johnson,  10  Conn.  102; 
Coburav.  Webb.  56  Ind.  06;  Wymaa  v. 
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obligations,  of  either  of  the  parties  are  in  any  manner 
changed,^^ 

5.  It  must  be  made  with  a  fraudulent  intent.  While 
there  are  cases  holding  that  even  an  innocent  material 
alteration  will  vitiate  the  instrument,^*  the  better 
opinion  now  is  that  where  an  alteration  is  made  by  ac- 
cident or  honestly  under  a  mistake  of  fact  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties  it  will  not  prejudice  the  promisee.^® 

6.  The  instrument  must  be  an  executory  obligation. 
The  alteration  of  a  deed  or  other  agreement  is  not  retro- 
active; it  does  not  affect  its  past  operation  as  to  any- 
thing done,  or  any  estate,  right,  or  title  vested  under 
it.**  But  it  ceases  to  have  any  new  operation;  and  no 
action  can  be  brought  in  respect  of  any  pending  obliga- 
tion which  would  have  arisen  from  it  had  it  remained 
entire,  and  hence  an  alteration  of  a  deed  may  avoid  the 

■ 

covenants  therein." 

7.  A  person  may  in  some  cases  be  estopped  from 
setting  up  a  fraudulent  alteration  as  against  a  third 
party.  For  example,  if  the  maker  of  a  bill,  note  or 
check  issues  it  in  such  a  state  that  it  may  easily  be  al- 
tered for  a  larger  amount  he  will  be  liable  to  a  bona  fide 
holder  who  has  taken  it  for  value  before  maturity.*® 


Yeomans,  84  111.  408;  Kountz  v.  Kennedy, 
63  Pa.  St.  187,  3  Am.  Rep.  541;  Burnham  v. 
Aver,  36  N.  H.  861;  Bridges  v.  Wlnicrs.  42 
Miss.  135,  3  Am.  Rep.  698;  Newman  v. 
Klni;.  64  Ohio  St.  278. 

isVofiTle  V.  Ripper,  84  111.100,  86  Am. 
Dec.  298;  Light  v.  Killenger,  44  N.  E.  Rep. 
780  (Ind.);  Kelly  v.  Thuey,  143  Mo.  482, 
87  S.  W.  Rep.  616.  As  to  what  is  a  ma> 
terial  alteration  in  contracts  and  deeds 
generally;  in  bonds,  in  bills  and  notes,  in 
insurance  policies  and  in  other  instru- 
ments, see  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  St  Pr., 
§§'2474-2477,  where  a  large  number  of  the 
cases  are  collected.  Where  an  instrument 
is  in  duplicate  the  alteration  of  one  copy 
only  does  not  affect  the  contract.  Lewis 
V.  Payne,  8  Cow.  71,  18  Am.  Dec.  427. 

1 4  See  Lawson  Rights  Rem.  &  Pr.,  § 
9474;  Morrison  ▼.  Garth,  78  Mo.  434;  Har- 
nett V.  Nohe,  64  Mo.  (App.)  184;  Otto  v. 
Half,  84  S.  W.  Rep.  910  (Tex . ). 

15  Horst  V.  Wagner,  48  la.  -STS,  22  Am. 
Rep.  266;  Rogers  v.  Shaw,  69  Cal.  960; 
Cochran  v.  Nebeker,  48  Ind.  460;  Nicker- 


son  V.  Swett,  136  Miss.  518;  McRaven  v. 
Cressler,  68  Mass.  642;  Citizens  Nat.  Bk. 
V.  Williams,  174  Pa.  St.  66. 

1 8  Woods  V.  Hilderbrand,  46  Mo.  284,  2 
Am.  Rep.  618;  Jackson  v.  Jacoby,  9  Cow. 
125;  Hatch  v.  Hatch,  V  Mass.  807,  6  Am. 
Dec.  67;  Waring  v.  Smyth,  2  Barb.  CH. 
119.  47  Am.  Dec.  299;  Van  Horn  v.  Bell,  11 
Iowa,  466,  79  Am.  Dec.  506. 

1 1  Chessman  v.  Whittemore,  28  Pick. 
231;  Kendall  v.  Kendall.  12  Allen,  92; 
Herrick  v.  Malin,  22  Wend.  888. 

isYocum  ▼.  Smith,  63111.  821,14  Am. 
Rep.  120;  Leas  v.  Wells,  101  Pa.  St.  57.  47 
Am.  Rep.  9&9\  Scotland  Co.  Bk.  ▼.  O'Con- 
nell,23  Mo.  App.  166;  Brown  v.  Reed,  70 
Pa.  St.  370,21  Am.  Rep.  76;  Ralnboltv. 
Eddy,  34  la.  440, 11  Am.  Rep.  152;  Hall  v. 
Bank,  6  Dana,  258,  80  Am.  Dec.  685.  But 
see  Burrows  v.  Klunk,  70  Md.  461, 14  A.  S. 
R.  371  note;  Knoxville  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Clark,  9 
Cent.  L.  J.  28,  61  la.  264,  88  Am.  Rep.  177; 
Holmes  v.  Trumper,  23  Mich.  247,  7  Am. 
Rep.  661. 
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§451.    Presumption  as  to  Alterations. 

Alterations  in  an  instrument  are  presumed  to  have 
been  made  before  its  execution  and  delivery,  and  the 
burden  is  on  the  party  endeavoring  to  prove  that  it  is 
vitiated  by  such  alteration  to  show  the  contrary.*  But 
where  the  alteration  is  in  a  different  handwriting  from 
the  rest  of  the  instrument,  or  in  a  different  ink,  or  is 
in  the  interest  of  the  party  setting  it  up,  or  is  suspicious 
on  its  face,  or  its  execution  is  denied  under  oath,  the 
party  producing  the  instrument  is  bound  to  satisfacto- 
rily explain  the  alteration.^ 

§452.     Law  and  Fact. 

The  question  whether  or  not  a  paper  has  been  altered 
is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  ;*  so  is  the  question 
whether  it  was  altered  before  or  after  its  execution  and 
delivery,^  or  whether  it  was  done  with  the  maker's  con- 
sent.^ But  whether  an  alteration  is  a  material  one  is 
a  question  of  law  for  the  court.* 

§453.    Recovery  Upon  Original  Consideration. 

Where  the  instrument  is  altered  under  circumstances 
which  do  not  discharge  it,  as  shown  in  the  forgoing 
rules,  as  where  it  is  made  innocently,  though  the  iden- 
tity of  the  instrument  may  be  destroyed,  the  promisee 
may  still  recover  upon  the  original  consideration  or  debt 


1  Lawson  Presumptive  Ev.  Rule  84: 
Burnett  v.  McClary,  78  Mo.  ft76;  re 
Nagrie.  184  Pa.  St.  81,  19  A.  S.  R.  609; 
Thrasher  v.  Anderson,  45  Ga.  544. 

tid.,  Rule  85;  Slid  well  v.Patton,  106  Mo. 
860:  Thompson  v.  Gowen.  79  Ga.  70. 

1  Printup  V.  Mitchell,  17  Ga.  558.  63  Am. 
Dec.  858:  Bliss  v.  Mclntyre,  18  Vt.  466, 
46  Am.  Dec.  186:  Clark  v.  Eckstein,  22  Pa. 
St.  607,  62  Am.  Dec.  807. 
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t  Hunt  V.  Gray,  86  N.  J.  (L.)  227,  10  Am. 
Rep.  283;  Bailey  v.  Taylor,  11  Conn.  581, 
29  Am.  Dec.  821;  Bank  v.  Morrison,  17 
Neb.  841,  52  Am.  Rep.  417. 

s  Jacobs  V.  Gilreath,  22  S.  E.  Rep.   757 

(S.  C). 

*  Stephens  ▼.  Graham,  7  Serff.  &  R.  506, 
10  Am.  Dec.  485;  Robinson  v.  Ins.  Co.  25 
Iowa.  480;  Bowers  v.  Jewell,  2  N.  H.  548; 
Steele  v.  Spencer,  1  Pet.  552;  Winkles  v. 
Gunther,  25  S.  E.  Rep.  527  (Ga.). 
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§454 


for  which  it  waB  given.*  Tet  this  will  not  be  allowed : 
1.  Where  the  rights  of  third  parties  will  be  prejudiced 
if  the  plaintiff  be  permitted  to  withdraw  from  the  po- 
sition assumed  by  such  alteration;^  2.  Where  the  orig- 
inal consideration  of  the  contract  between  the  parties, 
ui>on  which  it  is  sought  to  recover,  hs»  been  merged  in 
the  consideration  of  the  instrument  altered;'  and,  of 
course,  where  the  instrument  has  been  fraudulently 
altered  so  as  to  discharge  it,  there  can  be  no  recovery 
on  the  original  consideration.* 

§454.    Right  to  Fill  Bla/nks  in  Instruments. 

Where  a  person,  intending  to  enter  into  an  obligation, 
signs  the  paper  wholly  in  blank,  or  blank  in  certain  par- 
ticulars, he  impliedly  gives  authority  to  the  holder  to 
flu  the  blanks  in  accordance  with  the  general  character 
of  the  instrument*  Thus^  where  the  date. in  a  bill  of 
exchange  is  left  blank,^  or  the  time  of  payment,'  or  the 
place  of  payment,*  authority  is  implied  to  fill  them. 

A  paper  intended  for  a  deed  which  has  nothing  but 
the  signatures  and  the  seals  cannot,  after  its  delivery, 
be  filled  up  so  as  to  make  it  a  good  deed.^     But  where 


t  Voele  V.  Ripper.  84  111.  100.  86  Am. 
Dec.  296;  Booth  v.  Powers,  56  N.  Y.  2S; 
Lewis  V.  Schenck,  18  N.  J.  (Eq.)  450,90 
Am.  Dec.  631;  Matteson  v.  Ellsworth,  83 
Wis.  488,  14  Am.  Rep.  766;  Sute  Sav- 
infi^  Bank  v.  Shaffer,  9  Keb.  1,  81  Am. 
Rep.  394;  Clouffh  v.  Seay.  49  la.  Ill; 
Krause  v.  Meyer,  88  la.  569;  Owen  v. 
Hall,  TO  Md.  97;  Otto  v.  Half,  84  S.  W.  Rep. 
910  (Tex.)*  Savagre  v.  Savage,  69  Pac. 
Rep.  430  (Or.). 

>  Alderson  v.  Lang^dale,  8  B.  &  Ad.  660. 

3Whitmarv.  Frye,  10  Mo.  848;  Waring 
V.  Smith,  2  Barb.  Ch.  119;  Mills  v.  Starr, 
2  Bailey,  359.    See  ante,  $  449,  Merger. 

4  Kennedy  v.  Crandall,  3  Lans.  1; 
Smith  V.  Mace,  44  N.  H.  553;  Blade  v.  No- 
land,  12  Wend.  178,  87  Am.  Dec.  186; 
Newell  V.  May  berry.  8  Leigh,  250,  26  Am. 
Dec.  261;  Wheelock  v.  Freeman,  18  Pick. 
166. 

I  Bank  v.  McChord,  4  Dana,  119:  Spitler 
V.  James,  82  Ind.    802,  8  Am.  Rep.  884; 


Redlich  v.  Doll,  64  N.  Y.  834;  18  Am.  Rep. 
578:  Gillaspie  v.  Kelley,  41  Ind.  156,  18 
Am.  Rep.  818;  Garrard  v.  Haddan,  67  Pa. 
St.  82,  5  Am.  Rep.  412- Angle  v.  Ins.  Co., 
93  U.S.  830;  Abbott  ▼.  Rose,  08  Me.  194, 16 
Am.  Rep.  487;  Witte  v.  Williams,  8  S.  C. 
290,  38  Am.  Rep.  894;  Caborn  ▼.  Netb,  56 
Ind.  96,  24  Am.  Kep.  15;  Johnson  Harvester 
Co.  V.  McLean,  57  Wis.  858,  46  Am.  Rep.  87. 

s  Mitdhell  ▼.  Culver,  7  Cow.  386;  Page 
V.  Morrell,  8  Abb.  App.  Dec.  483. 

3  Wilson  V.  Henderson,  9  S.  &  M.  875, 
48  Am.  Dec.  716. 

«  Redlich  v.  Doll.  64  N.  Y.  884, 18  Am. 
Rep.  578. 

s  United  Sutesv.  Nelson,  8  Brock.  64; 
Gilbert  v.  Anthony,  1  Yerg.  69,  84  Am. 
Dec.  489;  Perminter  v.  McDaniel,  1  Hill 
(S.  C).  867,  26  Am.  Dec.  179;  Sifffried  v. 
Leran,  6  Serg.  &  R.  806.  9  Am.  Dec.  487; 
Duncan  v.  Hodges,  4  McCord,  839, 17  Am. 
Dec.  784.  But  see  Pierce  v.  Arbuckle,  28 
Minn.  417. 
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the  deed  is  substantially  made,  and  it  is  put  in  the  hands 
of  an  agent  with  certain  blanks  left  for  him  to  fill  out, 

it  is  valid  and  binding  after  the  blanks  are  filled.® 

■ 

LOSS  OP  WRITTEN  INSTRUMENTS. 

§455.    Effect  of  Loss  of  Written  Instrument. 

At  common  law  there  could  be  no  recovery  on  a  lost 
bond,  because  the  courts  required  of  every  instrument 
sued  on,  what  was  called  profert  and  oyer;  that  is,  the 
production  of  the  writing  that  the  defendant  might  hear 
it  read  in  open  court.^  Equity,  however,  dispensed 
with  this  upon  the  party  giving  a  bond  of  indemnity  (a 
thing  a  court  of  law  could  not  order)  for  the  protection 
of  the  obligor  if  he  should  be  made  to  pay  it  again.* 
Profert  and  Oyer  are  no  longer  required  in  our  courts* 
and  the  loss  of  a  written  instrument  only  affects  the 
rights  of  the  parties  in  so  far  as  it  occasions  a  difficulty 
of  proof.* 

But  in  the  case  of  negotiable  instruments,  if  the 
holder  of  a  bill,  note  or  check  lose  it,  he  can  neither 
recover  on  it  nor  upon  the  consideration  for  which  it 
was  given.®  By  the  statutes  of  most  of  the  States^  if  he 
offers  to  the  party  primarily  liable  upon  the  instrument 
indemnity  against  possible  claims,  he  may  recover  upon 
it.« 


«  Duncan  ▼.  Hodg^es,  4  McCord,  2S0, 17 
Am.  Dec.  734;  Texelra  ▼.  Evans,  cited  in 
Master  v.  Miller.  1  Anstr.  228;  Field  v. 
Sta^g,  B2  Mo.  856,  14  Am.  Rep.  485;  In- 
habitants of  South  Berwick  v.  Huntre&s, 
68  Me.  80,  87  Am.  Dec.  535;  Van  Etta  v. 
Everson,  28  Wis.  87,  9  Am.  Rep.  488;  Vliet 
V.  Camp,  IS  Wis.  198;  Owen  ▼.  Perry,  25 
Iowa  412,  00  Am.  Dec.  49;  Swartz  v.  Bal- 
lou,  47  Iowa  188.  29  Am.  Rep.  470;  Mc- 
Nabe  v.Toung,  81  111.  U.  Contra:  Upton  v. 
Archer,  41  Cal.  86, 10  Am.  Rep.  266. 

1  Snell  Eq.  357. 
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t  Id. 

3  Fales  V.  Russell,  16  Pick.  815;  Almy  v. 
Reld,  10  Gush.  421. 

«  Brinkman  v.  Luhrs,  60  Mo.  (App.)  512; 
Blade  V.  Noland,  12  Wend.  178. 

s  Hansard  v.  Robinson,  7  B.  &  C.  00; 
Crowe  V.  Clay,  9  Ex^  604;  Moses  v.  Trice, 
21  Gratt.  566,  8  Am.  Rep.  609. 

0  A  note  destroyed  after  maturity  may 
be  sued  on  without  indemnity  being  given. 
Filby  V.  Turner.  47  Pac.  Rep.  1087  (Colo.). 
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(d) 

BANKEUPTCY. 

§456.     Bankrupt  Law  Discharges  Ohligations. 

A  discharge  in  bankruptcy  duly  granted  will,  subject 
to  the  limitations,  if  any,  imposed  by  the  law,  release  the 
bankrupt  from  all  obligations  on  contract  debts  and  lia- 
bilities provable  against  his  estate  in  bankruptcy.  Thus 
an  action  for  breach  of  a  covenant  in  a  deed  is  barred 
by  the  subsequent  discharge  in  bankruptcy  of  the  cove- 
nantor.^ Bankruptcy  also  discharges,  ipso  facto,  con- 
tracts of  agency  and  service  and  contracts  of  partner- 
ship.^ 

(e) 

DEATH. 

§457.    Discharge  of  Contract  hy  Death. 

Only  a  very  limited  class  of  contracts  are  discharged 
by  the  deatV  of  the  promisor,  and  they  are  those  which 
are  expressly  or  impliedly  limited  to  or  conditional 
upon  the  life  of  the  promisor,  as  contracts  to  marry,^ 
and  contracts  which  depend  for  their  performance  upon 
the  personal  qualities  or  skill  of  the  promisor,*  as  for 
example,  contracts  of  service.*  But  the  death  of  one 
of  the  contracting  parties  does  not  discharge  his  part  of 

I  Reed  V.  Pierce,  86  Me.   466.   68    Am.  3  Wills  v.  Murry,   4  Ex.    860;  Jarrin   v. 

Dec.  781.                                              I  Browne,  60  Cal.  44;  Shulz  v. Johnson,  6  B. 

«  Lawson  RiRhts,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  %%  48,  49,  Mo";  I*"';  ^ijer  v.  Grav,  86  N.  C.  666:  Bill- 

284, 671.                                           1  ••      .      »  j^g.  Appeal,  106  Pa.  St.  668. 

i*Sce  Griggs  v.  Smiih,  82  Ga.  892.  ^  *  '^?r""S£"X-  ^''®*°54«I  ^-  ^;^'S*»5* 

•  ^u      VI  •           Willi          ^  »j    JL  e  Am.  Dec.  678;  Clark  v.  Gilbert,  86  N.  V. 

^1^  wfJ^^'v^K^-  •.!!*"  S°?kK  ^*  */!§■  279,  84  Am.  D^.  189;  Hubbard  v.  Belden, 

416;  Wade  t.  Kalbfleisch.  16  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  ^  vt.  646:  Lacy  v.  Getmen.  Il9  N.  V.  109; 

^•^  "^'  Arming  v.  Sieinway,  71  N.  Y.(Sup.)  810. 
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the  agreement,  where  it  is  of  such  a  chatacter  that  it 
can  be  performed  by  his  personal  representative* 

Death  operates  as  we  have  seen*  as  an  assignment  in 
law  of  all  the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased  to  his  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator,  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  the 
deceased  chargeable  against  it^ 


s  Hawkins  v.  Ball,  18  B.  Mon.   818,   68  ?  Hawkins  v.    Ball,  18   B.  Mon.  810,  68 

Am.  Dec.  756;  Cox   ▼.   Martin,  81    South.  Am.  Dec.  765;  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  90  N.  H. 

Rep.  Oil.  (Miss.).  4fiS;  Billings*  Appeal,  106  Pa.  St.  S68:  Pahl- 

s  Ante  «  ^78  ^^'^^  ▼•  King,  49  111.  266;  Martin  ▼.  Hunt,  1 

Ante.  9  sni.  ^^^^^  ^^g.  g^^^  ^  Rugely.  88  Tex.  639. 
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CHAPTER  XVI. 

DISCHARQB  BY  BRBACH. 

Section  458.    Right  of  Action  and  Discharge   Caused   by   Breach 

Distinguished. 
469.  In  What  Modes  Ck>ntract  Discharged  by  Breach. 

(a)    disohabgx  before  pxrfobmancx  dub. 

1.     By  Renunciation. 

460.  Breach  by  Renunciation  Before   Time   Set  for  Per- 

formance. 

2.     By  ImpossihUity, 

461.  Breach  by  Impossibility  Created  by  Party. 

(B)      DISOHARQE  IN  COURSE  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

1 .  By  Renunciation . 

462.  Breach  by  Renunciation  in  Course  of  Performance. 

2 .  By  Impossibility, 

463.  Breach  by  Impossibility  Created  by  Party. 

§458.   Right  of  Action  and  Discharge  Co/used  by  breach 

DistingtMhed. 

If  one  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  breaks  his  contract- 
ual obligation,  a  new  obligation  arises  in  favor  of  the 
other  party,  viz.,  a  right  of  action  for  the  breach.  And 
in  some  cases  the  breach  will  wholly  discharge  the  in- 
jured party  from  performing  his  promise.  But  though 
every  breach  of  the  contractual  obligation  confers  a 
right  of  action  upon  the  injured  party,  every  breach 
does  not  necessarily  discharge  him  from  doing  what  he 
has  undertaken  to  do  under  the  contract  The  contract 
may  be  broken  wholly  or  in  part;  and  if  in  part,  the 
breach  may  or  may  not  be  sufficiently  important  to  op- 
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erate  as  a  discharge^  or  the  promise  of  one  party  may 
be  absolute  and  quite  independent  of  the  promise  of 
the  other.  It  is  therefore  sometimes  difficult  to  ascer- 
tain whether  or  not  a  breach  of  one  of  the  terms  of  a  con- 
tract discharges  the  party  who  suffers  by  the  breach.  By 
discharge  is  meant  not  merely  the  right  to  bring  an  ac- 
tion upon  the  contract  because  the  other  party  has  not 
fulfilled  its  terms,  but  the  right  to  consider  oneself  ex- 
onerated  from  any  further  performance  under  the  con- 
tract,— ^the  right  to  treat  the  legal  relations  arising 
from  the  contract  as  having  come  to  an  end,  and  given 
place  to  a  new  obligation,  a  right  of  action.^ 

§459.    In  What  Modes  Contract  Discharged  hy  Breach. 

A  contract  may  be  discharged  through  its  breach  by 
one  of  the  parties,  in  three  modes :  1.  By  his  renounc- 
ing his  liabilities  under  it.  2.  By  his  making  it  im- 
possible that  he  can  perform  his  promise.  3.  By  his 
totally*  or  partially  failing  to  perform  his  promise.  The 
first  two  modes  may  take  place  while  the  contract  is  still 
wholly  executory,  i.  e.,  before  either  party  is  entitled 
to  demand  a  performance  by  the  other  of  his  promise. 
The  last  can,  of  course,  only  take  place  at  or  during  the 
time  for  the  performance  of  the  contract. 

We  will  consider,  then,  in  this  chapter:  (a)  Discharge 
before  i)erformance  is  due :  1,  by  renunciation,  and,  2,  by 
impossibility,  (b)  Discharge  during  performance:  1, 
by  renunciation,  and,  2,  by  impossibility.  And  in  the 
next  chapter  we  will  consider:  (c)  Discharge  by  failure 
to  perform. 

1  Auton  Contr.,  277. 
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§460 


(a) 


DISCHARGE  BEFORE  PERFORMANCE  DUE. 

1.     By  Renunciation. 

§460.    Breach  by   Renunciation  Before  Time  Set  for 

Performance, 

The  parties  to  an  agreement  which  is  wholly  execu- 
tory have  a  right  to  something  more  than  its  perform- 
ance when  the  time  arrives.  They  have  a  right  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  contractual  relation  up  to  that  time,^ 
as  well  as  to  a  performance  when  due.  Another  reason 
is  sometimes  given  for  the  rule  to  be  presently  stated : 

"The  promisee  has  an  inchoate  right  to  the  performance  of  the 
bargain,  which  becomes  complete  when  the  time  for  the  perform- 
ance has  arrived.  In  the  meantime  he  has  a  right  to  have  the  con- 
tract kept  open  as  a  subsisting  and  effective  contract.  Its  unim- 
paired and  unlmpeached  efficacy  may  be  essential  to  his  interests."* 

But  whether  the  first  or  the  second  reason  is  the 
sounder,  it  is  well  settled  that  a  renunciation  or  repu- 
diation of  an  agreement  by  one  of  the  parties  before  the 
time  for  performance  has  come,  discharges  the  other,  if 
he  so  chooses,  and  entitles  him  to  sue  at  once  for  a 
breach.* 


iHochster  v.  De  la  Tour,  2  Bl.  &  Bl.  673. 

> Frost  ▼.  Knlifht.  L.  R.  7  Ex.  111.  This 
reason  is  favored  by  Anson  (Contr.  890} 
who  says:  *'lt  would  seem  needless  to  im- 
ply a  promise  in  order  to  giye  the  plaintiff 
a  right  of  action.  A  contract  is  a  contract 
from  the  time  it  is  made,  and  not  from  the 
time  that  performance  of  it  is  due;  if  this  is 
so,  it  is  needless  and  clumsy  to  introduce 
into  every  contract  an  implied  promise 
that,  up  to  a  certain  period  ox  its  existence, 
ii  shall  not  be  broken.*' 

3  Howard  ▼.  Daly,  61  N.  Y.  802, 19  Am. 
Rep.  288;  Bunge  v.  Koop,  48  N.  Y.  8»: 
Ferris  v.  Spooner,  108  N.  x.  10;  James  ▼. 
Adams,  16  W.  Va.  267;  HoUoway  v.  Grif- 


fith, as  la.  409,  9  Am.  Rep.  206;  Follansbee 
▼.  Adams,  86  111.  18;  Grau  v.  McVicker,  8 
Biss.  18:  Dlngley  v.  Oler.  11  Fed.  Rep. 
378:  McCormick  ▼.  Basal,  46  la.  886:  PUtt 
V.  Brand,  26  Mich.  176;  Hosmer  y.  Wilson. 
7  Mich.  304;  Davis  ▼.  Grand  Rapids  Co.,  41 
W.  Va.  717,  84  S.  E.  Rep.  630; 
Dugan  V.  Anderson,  86  Md.  687,  11  Am. 
Rep.  600;  Kadish  v.  Young,  106  111.  170,  48 
Am.  Rep.  548;  Windmuller  ▼.  Pope,  107  N. 
Y.  674;  Freer  v.  Denton,  61  N.  Y.  496; 
Cleas,  etc.,Co.  v.McCord,  66  Mo.(App.}  507. 
This  doctrine  is  criticised  in  Daniels  v. 
Newton,  114  Mass.  580,  10  Am.  Rep.  884, 
and  said  not  to  be  the  law  in  Massachu* 


setu. 
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In  Hochster  v.  De  la  Tour,*  A  engaged  B  upon  the 
twelfth  of  April  to  enter  into  his  service  as  courier  and 
to  accompany  him  upon  a  tour;  and  the  employment 
was  to  commence  on  the  first  of  June.  On  the  eleventh 
of  May,  A  wrote  to  B  to  inform  him  that  he  should  not 
require  his  services.  B  at  once  brought  an  action,  al- 
though the  time  for  performance  had  not  arrived,  and 
the  court  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  do  so.  So  an 
action  for  breach  of  promise  will  lie  at  once,  upon  a 
positive  refusal  to  perform  a  contract  of  marriage,  al- 
though the  time  specified  for  the  performance  had  not 
arrived.^ 

There  are,  however,  several  limitations  to  this  rule, 
viz.: 

1.  The  renunciation  must  be  distinct.  A  mere  ex- 
pression of  intention  not  to  perform  is  not  a  breach ;  it 
requires  a  distinct  and  unequivocal,  absolute  refusal  to 
perform  the  promise,  which  must  be  treated  and  acted 
upon  as  such  by  the  party  to  whom  the  promise  was 
made.® 

"No  precise  form  of  words  was  necessary    .    .    .    the  obligation 
of  the  contract  being  created  a  denial  of  its  existence  was  eqniya- 
lent  to  a  refusal  to  allow  her  to  enter  upon  the  service.    .    . 
The  sole  inquiry  is  whether  he  has  done  an  act  inconsistent  with 
the  supposition  that  the  service  continues."^ 

2.  The  rule  does  not  apply  where  repudiation  is  only 
partial,  as  in  the  case  of  a  lease  containing  several  cov- 
enants and  there  is  a  refusal  to  comply  with  a  particular 
covenant  not  going  to  the  whole  consideration.® 

42  El.  &  Bl.  678.  7  Howard  v.  Daly,  61  N  Y.  362, 19   Am. 

sBurtta  v.  Thompson,  42  N.  Y.  246,  1  S«P-  ^"^SI^^,  ^'.^"'^Sr"'^?  ^**S&- ??*» 

Am.  Rep.  516;  Kurtz  v.Frank,    76  Ind.  6fl4,  74  Am.  Dec.  716;  Zuck  v.  McClure,  98  Pa. 

40  Am.  Rep.  276:  Kennedy  v.  Rodgcrs,  44  St.  Ml;  Vitium  v.  Estey,  67  Vt.  168,  81 

Pac.    Rep.    47  (Kas.);    Frost  v.  Knight,  Ail.  Rep.  144. 

supra.  Mobnstone    v.  Millingr,  16    Q.   B.  460; 

•  U.  S.  V.  Smoot,  16  Wall.  86;  Dingley  v.       '^»i?°"  V  ^J^B^^'?.^'^^^-  *^'  Obermeycr 
Oler,  117  U.  S.  503;  Johnstone  v.  Milling,       v.  Nichols,  6  Binn.  169. 
16  Q.  B.  159;  Avery  v.  Bowden,  post;  Cas- 
tens  V.  McDonald,  67  N.  W.  Rep.  767. 
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3.  The  rule  does  not  apply  to  unilateral  contracts^ 
such  as  promissory  notes.®  A  man  may  say  to  the 
holder  of  the  note,  "I  am  not  going  to  pay  it"  But 
until  payment  is  refused  when  it  falls  due,  no  legal 
right  of  his  has  been  violated  by  the  maker.^^ 

4.  The  promisee  is  not  bound  to  treat  the  renuncia- 
tion as  a  breach  of  the  contract  but  he  may  insist  on 
the  performance  of  the  contract  up  to  the  time  it  is 
due.^^  But  if  he  continues  to  treat  the  contract  as  op- 
erative, it  remains  in  existence  for  the  benefit  and  at  the 
risk  of  both  parties ;  the  promisor  is  enabled  to  perform 
the  contract,  and  if  anything  occurs  to  discharge  it 
from  other  causes,  the  promisor  may  take  advantage  of 
such  discharge.^* 

In  Avery  v.  Bov>den^^  A  agreed  with  B  by  charter- 
party  that  his  ship  should  sail  to  Odessa,  and  there  take 
a  cargo  from  B's  agent,  which  was  to  be  loaded  within  a 
certain  number  of  days.  The  vessel  reached  Odessa, 
and  her  master  demanded  a  cargo,  but  B's  agent  refused 
to  supply  one.  Although  the  days  within  which  A  was 
entitled  to  load  the  cargo  had  not  expired,  his  agent,  the 
master  of  the  ship,  might  have  treated  this  refusal  as  a 
breach  of  contract  and  sailed  away.  A  would  then  have 
had  a  right  to  sue  upon  the  contract.  But  the  master 
of  the  ship  continued  to  demand  a  cargo,  and  before  the 
prescribed  days  were  out — before  therefore  a  breach  by 
non-performance  had  occurred — a  war  broke  out  be- 
tween England  and  Bussia,  and  the  performance  of  the 
contract  became  legally  impossible.  Afterwards  A 
sued  for  breach  of  the  charter-party,  but  it  was  held  that 
as  there  had  been  no  actual  failure  of  performnce  before 

•  Buni»  V.  Thompfion,  42  N,  Y.  848.  i  «Kadish  v.  Younar  108  111.  181;  48  Am. 

loid.    See  Kmory  v.  Smelting  Co.,  60       ?«P»*8?  ?^'^*?' ""o    I?'®^  ^i-^"  ^^^]^S 
N  Tt  R»n  «77  Am.  Rep.  288.    See  Perkins  v.  Eraser.  107 

,?;     .   *    w"  /-,         «-  «     e     .^,    t^  ^         La-  WO,  81  South  Rep.  773. 
1  iZuck  V.  McClure,  08  Pa.  St.  Ml;  Kad-  ,  ,  .  i,   «.  oi  »i^ 

ish  y.  Young,  108  111.  170.  >  »  5  El.  &  Bl.  714. 
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the  war  broke  out  ( for  the  prescribed  days  had  not  then 
expired),  and  as  the  renunciation  of  the  contract  had 
not  been  accepted  as  a  breach  by  A's  agent,  B  was  en- 
titled to  the  discharge  of  the  contract  which  took  place 
upon  the  declaration  of  war. 

5.  The  repudiating  party  cannot  force  the  other,  nor 
is  the  other  bound,  to  sue  for  a  breach  of  the  contract 
before  the  day  fixed  for  performance  arrives,  and  have 
the  damages  assessed  as  of  the  time  of  the  repudiation. 
The  party  keeping  the  contract,  in  other  words,  need  not 
mitigate  the  damages  by  treating  as  final  the  premature 
repudiation.**  Thus  in  an  Illinois  case,**^  the  plaintiffs 
in  December  15,  1880,  sold  to  the  defendants  to  be  de- 
livered to  them  during  the  month  of  January,  1881, 
100,000,  bushels  of  barley.  On  the  16th,  the  day  after 
the  sale,  the  defendants  notified  plaintiffs  that  they  did 
not  consider  themselves  bound  by  the  contract,  and  that 
they  would  not  carry  it  out.  It  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  a  right,  notwithstanding  such  notice  to  wait 
until  the  day  of  delivery  under  the  contract  arrived,  and 
then  resell  it  in  the  market  and  recover  from  the  de- 
fendants the  difference  between  the  contract  price  of 
the  barley  and  its  market  price  at  the  day  it  was  to 
have  been  delivered.  And  that  there  was  no  duty  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  sell  the  barley  on  the  day  of  or  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  the  notice,  although  by  a  sale  at  such 
time  the  damages  would  have  been  greatly  reduced,  bar- 
ley having  gone  down  in  price  in  the  meantime. 

6.  After  notice  of  such  repudiation  the  other  party 
cannot  go  on  and  complete  an  executory  contract,  and 
then  sue  for  the  full  contract  price  or  for  any  increased 

i«Kadt8h  V.  Young,  106  III.  170. 48  Am.  isKadish  ▼.  Young,  supra. 

Rep.  M8;  Davis  t.  Brooaon,  3  N.  D.  800;  SO 
N.  W.  Rep.  886.  But  see  Truax  v.  Estes, 
m  Fed.  Rep.  589. 

528 


CH.  XVI.]  DISCHARGE  BY  BEEACH.  §  460 

damages  caused  by  his  continuing  to  perform.^®  Thus 
where  B  agreed  to  purchase  of  A  Ave  car  loads  of  pota- 
toes to  be  delivered  as  called  for  by  him  and  after  the 
first  car  load  was  received,  potatoes  fell  in  price  in  the 
market  and  B  thereupon  wrote  to  A  not  to  purchase 
any  more  until  they  should  hear  from  him,  it  was  held 
that  after  A  received  this  notice  he  had  no  right  to 
purchase  on  B's  account  any  more  potatoes." 


<ii 


'While  a  contract  is  executory,  a  party  has  the  power  to  stop 
performance  on  the  other  side  by  an  explicit  direction  to  that  ef- 
fect by  subjecting  himself  to  such  damages  as  will  compensate  the 
other  party  for  being  stopped  in  the  performance  on  his  part  at 
that  point  or  stage  in  the  execution  of  the  contract.  The  party 
thus  forbdden  cannot  afterwards  go  on  and  increase  the  damages 
and  then  recover  such  increased  damages  of  the  other  party.' 


tt 


So,  where  B  employed  A  to  clean  and  repair  certain 
pictures  for  an  agreed  price,  but  before  the  work  was 
completed  countermanded  the  order.  A,  however,  went 
on  and  finished  the  work  and  sued  for  the  price  agreed 
upon  claiming  that  B  could  not  countermand  the  order 
after  the  work  was  begun.  He  recovered  judgment  which 
was  reversed  on  appeal,  the  court  saying : 

"The  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  recover  as  though  there  had  been 
no  countermand  of  the  order  and  in  this  the  court  erred.  The  de- 
fendant by  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  stop  work  upon  the  paintings, 
violated  his  contract  and  thereby  incurred  a  liability  to  pay  such 
damages  as  the  plaintiff  should  sustain.  Such  damages  would  in- 
clude a  recompense  for  the  labor  done  and  materials  used,  and 
such  further  sum  in  damages  as  might,  upon  legal  principles,  be 
assessed  for  the  breach  of  the  contract;  but  the  plaintiff  had  no 
right,  by  obstinately  persisting  in  the  work  to  make  the  penalty 
upon   the  defendant  greater  than  it  would  otherwise  have  been. 

1  eBuiler  v.  Builer,  T7  N.  Y.  472,  33  Am.       W.  Rep.  96  (la.);  City  of  Nebraska  y.  Coke 
Rep.  e>48- Davis  v.  Bronson,  3  N.  D.  800.       Co.,  2  N.  W.  Rep.  870  (Neb.). 
50  N.W.  Rep.  836;  Moltne  Co.  v.  Beed,  8  N.  i  TDanforth  ▼  Walker  37  Vi  289  40  Vt 
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To  hold  that  one  who  employs  another  to  do  a  piece  of  work  Is 
bound  to  suffer  It  to  be  done  at  all  events  would  sometimes  lead 
to  great  injustice.  A  man  may  hire  another  to  labor  for  a  year, 
and  within  the  year  the  situation  may  be  such  as  to  render  the 
work  entirely  useless  to  him.  The  party  employed  cannot  persist 
in  working,  though  he  is  entitled  to  the  damages  consequent  upon 
his  disappointment.  So  if  one  hires  another  to  build  a  house,  and 
subsequent  events  put  it  out  of  his  power  to  pay  for  it,  it  is  com- 
mendable for  him  to  stop  the  work  and  pay  for  what  has  been  done 
and  the  damages  sustained  by  the  contractor.  He  may  be  under 
a  necessity  to  change  his  residence,  but  upon  the  rule  contended 
for,  he  would  be  obliged  to  have  a  house  which  he  did  not  need 
and  could  not  use.  In  all  such  cases  the  Just  claims  of  the  party 
employed  are  satisfied,  when  he  is  fully  recompensed  for  his  part 
performance  and  indemnity  for  his  loss  in  respect  to  the  part  left 
unexecuted."" 


2.    By  Impoaaibility. 

§461.    Breach  hy  Impossibility  Created  by  Party. 

When  one  of  the  parties,  before  the  time  for  perform- 
ance arrives,  makes  it  impossible  that  he  shall  perform 
his  promise,  the  other  parly  may  treat  the  contract  as 
broken  and  bring  an  action  immediately.^ 

The  right  to  bring  the  action  at  once  without  waiting 
for  the  time  agreed  upon  for  performance  was  sustained 
under  this  rule  where  A  agreed  with  B  to  execute  a  lease 
to  him  on  a  future  day,  and  before  the  day  executed  a 


18  Clark  y.  Marstfflia,  1  Denlo.  817,48 
Am.  Dec.  870;  and  see  Davis  v.  Brooson, 
8  N.  D.  800,  60  N.  W.  Rep.  888;  Owen  v. 
Prank,  94  Gal.  178:  Lord  v.  Thomas,  64  N. 
Y.  119;  Dillon  v.  Anderson,  48  N.  Y.  888; 
Butler  V.  Butler,  77  N.  Y.  47S,  88  Am.  Rep. 
648;  Peck  v.  Kansas  City  Co.,  06  Mo. 
(App.)  212,  70  S.  W.  Rep.  109. 

i  Stark  V.  Duvall,  7  0kla.9X3,54  Pac. 
R«P-  454;  Grice  y.  Noble.  59  Mich.  614; 
Hawley  v.  Keeler,  58  N.  Y.  114;  Heard  y. 
Bowers,  28  Pick.  460;  Wolf  y.  Marsh,  54 
Cal.  228;  Lee  y.  Pennington,  7  111.  (App.) 
347;  Camp  y.  Barker,  21  Vt.  469;  Cape 
Fear*  etc.,  Co.  y.  Wilcox,  7  Jones,  481,  78 
Am.   Dec.  260;  Kennedy  y.    Kennedy,  2 
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Bibb,  464.  5  Am.  Dec.  629;  Crabtree  y. 
Messersmith,  19  la.  18S;  True  y.  Bryant,  82 
N.  H.241:  Black  y.  Woodrow,39  Md.  194; 
Hammer  y.  Breidenbach,  81  Me.  49;  Mar- 
shall y.  Craig,  1  Bibb.  880,  4  Am.  Dec.  047; 
Crump  y.  Mead,  8  Mo.  288;  Clendenin  y. 
Paulsel,  8  Mo.  280,  26  Am.  Dec.  486:  Coop- 
er y.  Mowry,  16  Mass.  7;  Jones  y.  Walker, 
18  B.  Mon.  168,66  Am.  Dec.  667;  Dodge  y. 
Rogers,  9  Minn.  228;  Anyil  Min.  Co.  y. 
Humble,  168  U.  S.  640;  Delamater  y.  Mil- 
ler, 1  Cow.  75;  U.  S.  V.  Peck,  102  U.  S.  64. 
In  some  of  these  cases  the  impossibility 
arose  in  the  course  of  the  performance, 
and  not  before  it  was  due,  (pcMt  S  468),  but 
the  principle  is  the  same. 
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lease  to  C  ;^  where  a  man  promised  to  marry  a  worntan 
on  a  future  day  and  before  the  day  married  another 
woman;*  and  where  a  person  employed  an  attorney  to 
defend  him  against  a  criminal  prosecution,  and  gave 
him  his  note  for  his  fee,  but  committed  suicide  before 
the  trial.*  So,  where  one  is  bound  to  perform  on  de- 
mand, no  demand  of  i>erformance  is  necessary  where  he 
haa  incapacitated  himself  from  performing  the  con- 
tract* 

(b) 

DISCHARGE  IN  CX)UESE  OP  PERFORMANCE. 

1.     By  Renunciation, 

§462.    Breach  by  Renunciation  in  Course  of  Perform- 

aaice. 

Where  in  the  course  of  the  performance  one  of  the 
parties  deliberately  and  avowedly  refuses  performance 
of  his  part  the  other  may  treat  the  renunciation  as  a  dis^ 
charge  from  further  performance  on  his  part,  and  there- 
upon bring  an  action,  although  such  performance  would 
otherwise  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  liability  of  the 
promisor.^  Thus,  where  a  contract  was  made  for  the 
manufacture  and  supply  of  goods  of  a  specified  kind,  to 
be  delivered  in  certain  quantities  monthly,  and  the 
buyer  after  accepting  a  portion  of  the  goods  gave  notice 


s  Lovelock  y.  Franklyn,  8  Q.  B.  371; 
Ford  ▼.  TUley,  8  B.  &  C.  885.  But  see 
Garbrinio  ▼.  Roberts,  41  Pac.  Rep.  8S7 
(Cal.). 

'Short  ▼.  Stone,  8  Q.  B.  868«  Kinf;  v. 
Kersey,  2  Ind.  402;  Sheahan  ▼.  Barry,  27 
Mich.  217. 

^Mitcherton  ▼.  Dozier,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  58, 
22  Am.  Dec.  116. 

•Smith  V.  Jordan,  18  Minn.  284,  97  Am. 
Dec.  282;  Delamater  v.  Miller,  1  Cow.  75, 
13  Am.  Dec.  612;  Bassett  v.  Bassett,  66  Me. 
127;  Boyle  v.  Guysini^er,  12  Ind.  378. 


iTrammell  v.  Vaughan,  x<8  Mo.  aa6, 

SS.  W.  Rep.  83;  Dugan  ▼.  Anderson,  36 
d.  567;  Parker  v.  Russell,  188  Mass.  74; 
Collins  y.  De  La  Porte.  116  Mass.  162; 
Smith  v.  Lewis,  M  Conn.  624;  Dayis  v. 
Crawiord,  2  Mill.  (S.  C.)  401. 12  Am.  Dec. 
682;  Rankm  y.  Darnell,  11  B.  Mon.  80,  62 
Am.  Dec.  667;  Brif  ham  v.  Carlisle,  76  Ala. 
243,  56  Am.  Rep.  &:  Fallon  y.  Lawler,  102 
N.  v.  2S8;  McCormick  y.  Basal.  46  Iowa, 
235;  Jafties  y.  Adams,  16  W.  Va.  245. 
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to  the  seller  that  he  had  no  occasion  for  more  and  would 
not  accept  or  pay  for  them,  it  was  held  that  the  seller 
might  claim  for  breach  of  contract  without  manufac- 
turing or  tendering  the  rest  of  the  goods.^ 

2.     By  Impossibility. 

§463.     Breach  by  Impossibility  Created  by  Party. 

In  like  manner,  where  one  party  has  by  his  own  act 
made  the  contract  incapable  of  full  performance,  the 
other  may  treat  such  act  as  a  discharge  from  further  per- 
formance and  claim  compensation  for  the  part  he  has 
performed  or  the  damages  he  has  sustained.^  This  rule 
has  been  applied  where  a  publisher  engaged  an  author 
to  write  a  treatise  for  a  periodical,  and  before  he  had 
completed  it  abandoned  the  publication  of  the  period- 
ical ;^  where  a  lime-burner  contracted  with  the  receiver 
of  a  railroad  to  remove  the  ashes  for  a  year  from  an 
ash-pit,  for  the  cinders  and  coals  to  be  found  there,  and 
before  the  expiration  of  the  year  the  assistant  general 
superintendent  terminated  the  contract  on  the  ground 
of  the  jealousy  of  other  lime-burners;^  where  A  agreed 
to  sell  to  B,  at  a  stipulated  price  per  ton,  all  the  ice  on 
a  pond,  and  A  permitted  another  party  to  remove  a 
portion  of  it  ;*  where  by  a  contract  between  an  attorney 
and  his  client,  the  former  agreed  to  defend  the  latter  on 


*Cort  V.  Amberfirate  R.  Co.,  17  Q.  B. 
127:  Black,  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Warner, 
93  Mo.  i74;  Hale  v.  Troui.  85  Cal.  229; 
Stokes  V.  Mackay,  41  N.  B.  Rep.  496  (N. 
v.);  Halpin  v.  Manny,  57  Mo.  (App.)  59; 
Gabriel  v.  Akensville  Co.,  57  Mo.  (App.) 
5SM).  He  may  waive  his  action  for  damages 
and  sue  for  the  value  of  work  done  and 
materials  furnished.  Ehrlich  v.  Ins.  Co., 
88  Mo.  249. 

iSee  cases  ante,  §  461;  and  Chicago  v. 
Tilley,  103  U.  S.  146;  Lovell  v.  In».  Co.,  Ill 
U.  S.  264;  Hawlcy  v.  Keeler,  58  N.  Y.  114; 
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Woolner  v.  Hill.  93  N.  Y.  581;  Derby  v. 
Johnson.  21  Vt.  17;  Rankin  v.  Darnell,  11 
B.  Mon.  30,  52  Am.  Dec.  667;  Smith  v. 
Rowc,  7  Colo.  95;  Moulton  v.  Trask,  9 
Mete.  677;  Reusens  v.  Mexican  Nat.  Co  , 
20  Cent.  L.  J.  34;  Gibson  v.  Whip  Pub.  Co., 
28  Mo.  (App.)  451 ;  Woodberry  v.  Warner, 
.'^3  Ark.  488;  Dolan  v.  Rogers.  44  N.  E. 
Rep.  167  (N.  Y.). 

aPlanche  v.  Colburn,  8  Bing.  14. 

3 Kerr  v.  Little,  42  N.  J.  (Eq.)  528. 

4 Murphy  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  483. 
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a  charge  of  grand  larceny  for  five  hundred  dollars,  but 
after  part  of  the  service  was  rendered,  the  client  fled 
from  justice;*^  where  on  a  contract  for  the  whole  pro- 
duct of  a  dairy  for  the  year,  the  seller  delivered  a  part, 
and  then  informed  the  purchaser  that  he  had  sold  the 
product  for  the  rest  of  the  year  to  another,  and  had  de- 
livered part  thereof.® 


P 


» Bright  V.  Taylor,  4  Soeed,  159.  •Crist  v.  Armour,  34  Barb.  878. 

533 


CHAPTER  XVII. 

DISCHARGE  BT  BREACH  (Contlnaed). 

Section  464.    Introductory — ^Discharge  by  Failure  to  Perfonn. 

L 

IKDEPENDENT  PBOMISBS. 

465.  Three  Classes  of  Independent  Promises. 

(A)  ABSOLUTE  PROMISES. 

466.  Where  Promise  Absolute  Performance  of  Considera- 

tion not  Required. 

467.  Independent    Promises    not     Fayored;      Concurrent 

Promises. 

(B)  DIVISIBLE  PROUISES. 

468.  Failure  to  Perform  Part  of  Divisible  Promises. 

469.  Alternative  Promises. 

(0)      SUBSIDIABT  PBOUISKS. 

470.  Subsidiary  Promises  Explained  and  Illustrated. 

n. 

Conditional  Promises. 

471.  The  Different  Kinds  of  Conditional  Promises. 

472.  Suspensory  and  Dependent  Conditions  Distinguished. 

473.  Dependent  Conditions  Precedent  Must  be  Performed 

or  Promise  Discharged. 

474.  Condition  and  Warranty  Distinguished. 

475.  Waiver  of  Conditions. 

§464.    Introductory — Discharge  hy  Failure  to  Perform. 

In  the  two  cases  of  discharge  dealt  with  in  the  last 
chapter,  one  of  the  parties  (say  B)  has  in  word  or  act 
so  dealt  with  the  contract  as  to  intimate  to  the  other 
(say  A),  that  a  further  performance  on  his  part  is 
needless,  and  the  courts  have  decided  that  A  is  not 
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bound  to  tender  a  performance  which  he  well  knows 
that  B  will  not  or  cannot  accept  But  where  the  breach 
of  contract  by  B  does  not  make  the  contract  wholly 
incapable  of  performance,  or  is  not  accompanied  by  any 
overt  expression  of  intention  to  abandon  his  rights^ 
the  question  is  whether  A  is  thereby  discharged  or 
whether  he  merely  acquires  a  right  of  action  from  the 
breach.  This  can  be  answered  only  by  examining  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  and  endeavoring  to  ascertain  the 
intention  of  the  parties,*  as  to  whether  the  promises 
were  independent  of  or  conditional  upon  one  another. 

I. 

Independent  Promises. 

§465.     Three  Classes  of  Independent  Promises. 

The  promise  may  be  independent  in  three  ways,  viz., 
by  being  (a)  absolute  (b)  divisible  or  (c)  subsidiary. 

(a)  Where  A's  promise  to  B  is  absolute^  i.  e.,  where 
it  is  wholly  unconditional  upon  the  performance  by  B 
of  his  promise  to  A,  a  failure  of  performance  by  B 
would  not  discharge  A,  but  would  only  furnish  ground 
for  an  action  against  B. 

(b)  Where  the  promise  is  divisible,  i.  e.,  where  it  is 
susceptible  of  more  or  less  complete  performance,  and 
the  damage  sustained  by  an  incomplete  performance  or 
partial  breach  may  be  apportioned  according  to  the  ex- 
tent of  failure,  the  promise  is  in  fact  regarded  as  a 
number  of  promises  to  do  a  number  of  similar  acts,  and 
a  breach  of  one  or  some  of  these  does  not  discharge  the 
promisee. 

(c)  Where  the  promise  is  subsidiary,  i.  e.,  where 

1  Driver  v.  Salt  L.ake  Co.,  aa  Utah  143,       How.  aSQ;  Lawber  v.  Bargs.   2   Wall.  736: 
6x  Pac.  Rep.  734;  Moore  v.  Bennet,  40  Gal.       Stavers  v.  Curling,  8  Bine.  N.  C.  865. 
881;  Phila.,   etc.,    R.    Co.    v.    Howard,  18 
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the  breach  by  one  of  the  parties  is  a  breach  of  a  term  of 
the  contract  only,  and  of  a  term  which  the  parties  have 
not,  upon  a  reasonable  construction  of  the  contract,  re- 
garded as  vital  to  its  existence,  the  same  result  follows. 
The  injured  party  is  bound  to  continue  his  performance 
of  the  contract,  but  may  bring  an  action  to  recover  such 
damages  as  he  has  sustained  by  the  default  of  the  other. 


(a) 


ABSOLUTE  PROMISES. 

§466.     Where  Promise  Absolute,  Performance  not  Re- 
quired. 

A  person  may  make  an  absolute  promise  to  perform, 
in  such  a  manner  that  it  will  be  no  answer  to  an  action 
for  not  performing  that  the  other  party  has  not  per- 
formed his  side  of  the  agreement.  Thus,  if  A  makes  a 
promise  to  B  in  consideration  of  a  promise  maxie  by  B 
to  A,  and  A  has  not,  in  express  terms,  or  upon  a  reason- 
able construction  of  the  contract,  made  the  performance 
of  his  promise  depend  upon  the  performance  of  B's 
promise,  a  breach  of  his  promise  by  B  will  not  discharge 
A.  The  reason  is  that  he  has  agreed  to  do  something 
in  consideration  of  B  promising  to  perform  something 
and  not  in  consideration  of  B  actually  performing  the 
thing.^ 

It  may  be  laid  down  generally  that  if  there  is  no 
connection  in  the  matter  of  the  promises,  and  the  per- 
formance on  the  one  side  is  quite  independent  of  the 

iDey  V.  Dox,  9  Wend.  189,  34  Am.  Dec.  6  Ala.  699;  ClouRh  v.  Baker,  46  N.  H.  254; 

187;  More  v.  Bonnet,  40  Cal.  251;  Gould  v.  Gillum  v.  Dennis,  4  Ind.  417;   Stansbury  v. 

Banks,  8  Wend.  58a,24Aai.  Dec,90:Gould.  Fringcr,    11    Gill    &  J.  149;    Larimore  v. 

V.  Brown,  6  Ohio  St.  538;  Logan  v.  Hodges.  Tyler,  88  Mo.  Ml. 

536 


CH.  XVII.] 


DISCHARGE  BY  BBEACH. 


§467 


performance  on  the  other,  the  promises  are  independ- 
ent.* Where  for  example  by  the  terms  of  the  contract 
the  time  to  perform  the  covenant  on  the  one  side  is  to 
happen,  or  may  happen,  before  the  time  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  covenant  on  the  other  side,  the  former  is 
not  dependent  on  the  latter.^  Thus,  suppose  that  in 
January,  1892,  A  agrees  to  purchase  land  of  B  and  cov- 
enants to  pay  a  sum  of  money  on  the  1st  of  April,  1892. 
B  covenants  in  turn  to  convey  the  lands  to  A,  but  no  day 
is  fixed  for  the  execution  of  the  conveyance.  So  soon  a» 
the  Ist  of  April  is  passed,  B  can  sue  A  for  the  money, 
and  it  is  no  answer  to  his  claim  that  he  has  never  con- 
veyed, or  offered  to  convey  the  land  to  A.*  So  promises 
are  independent,  where  on  the  one  hand  a  chattel  is  sold 
and  agreed  to  be  delivered  on  demand,  and  on  the  other 
payment  is  deferred  until  five  months  after  the  date  of 
the  agreement.^ 

§467.     Independent    Promises    riot   Favored — Concur- 
rent Promises. 

The  courts  do  not  favor  independent  promises,  and 
the  modern  cases^  show  that  they  w^ill  not  construe 
promises  to  be  independent  of  one  another  where  they 
form  the  whole  consideration  for  one  another,  or  it  ap- 
pears that  they  are  to  be  performed  by  each  party  at  the 


2 Cases  cited  in  last  note;  Ware  v.  Chap- 
pell.  Style,  «86;  Rector  v.  Purdy,  1  Mo.  186, 
18  Am.  Dec.  494;  Sawyer  v.  Christian,  40 
Mo.  (App.)  89fi;  Strohmeyer  v.  Zeppen- 
feld.  2d  Mo.  (App.)  268;  Butler  v.  Manny, 
52  Mo.  968;  Tracy  v.  Ex.  Co.,  7  N.  Y.  472; 
Hamilton  v.  Ins.  Co..  137  U.  S.  870; 
American  Boiler  Co.  v.  Fouthem,  BO  N.  Y. 
(Supp.)  861. 

3 Matlock  V.  Kinglake.  10  A.  &  B.  SO; 
Goodwin  ▼.  Holbrook,  4  Wend.  877;  State 
V.  Winona  R.  Co.,  21  Minn.  474;  Front 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Butler,  50  Cal.  674:  Couch 
V.  In(fersoll,2Pick.  298;  McCoy  v.  Bixbee, 
6  Ohio  St.  312;  Say  re  v.  Craijjr,  4  Ark.  10,37 
Am.  Dec.  757;  Bowen  v.  Bailey,  48  Miss. 


405,2  A;n.  Rep.  601;  Northup  v.  Northup, 
6  Cow.  896;  McRarven  v.  Chsler,  63  Miss. 
548;  Dodge  v.  McClintock,  47  N.  H.  38:3; 
Clough  V.  Baker,  48  N.  H.  354;  Loud  v. 
Pomona  Co..  153  U.  S.  564;  Burns  v.  Im- 
provement Co.,  65  Mo.  (App.)  881;  O'Neill 
V.  Webb,  78  Mo.  (App.)  6. 

4  Matlock  V.  Kinglake.  supra. 

sDox  V.  Dcy,  8  Wend.  866. 

i"The  older  cases,"  says  Grose,  J.,  in. 
Glazebrook  v.  Woodrow,  8  T.  R.,  "lean  to 
construe  covenants  of  this  sort  to  be  inde- 
pendent, contrary  to  the  real  sense  of  the 
parties  and  the  true  justice  of  the  case.'^ 
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same  time;  unless  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  con- 
trary be  very  clear,  but  a  failure  to  perform  one  promise 
will  exonerate  the  other  party  from  performance  on  his 
part.^  Where  money  is  to  be  paid  for  something  done 
or  delivered,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  the  intention 
of  the  parties  was  that  the  money  was  to  be  paid  or  the 
thing  done  or  the  goods  delivered  without  performance 
on  the  other  side.® 

Thus,  in  agreements  for  the  sale  of  goods  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  seller  to  deliver  and  that  of  the  buyer  to  pay- 
are  concurrent  conditions  in  the  nature  of  mutual  con- 
ditions precedent,  and  neither  can  enforce  the  agree- 
ment against  the  other  without  showing  performance  or 
readiness  and  willingness  to  perform  his  own  promise.^ 
So  in  contracts  for  service  the  performance  of  the  ser- 
vice is  a  condition  precedent,'  and  the  employe  is  not  en- 
titled to  payment  without  rendering  or  offering  to  ren- 
der the  agreed  service.^    So  in  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
land,  the  conveyance  of  the  estate  and  the  payment  of 
the  purchase-money  are,  in  general,  concurrent  acts  and 
dependent  promises,   whether  a  particular  day  be  ap- 
pointed  for  completion  or  not ;  and  readiness  and  will- 
ingness to  complete  on  either  side  is  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  liability  to  complete  on  the  other.® 


>  Marsh  t.  Richards,  89  Mo.  97:  Bank  of 
Columbia  t.  Hagner,  1  Pet.  46&;  Hamilton 
V.  Thrall,  7  Neb.  818;  Scheland  v.  Erpeld- 
inff,  6  Greg.  268;  Bruce  v.  Crews,  89  Ga. 
544,  99  Am.  Dec.  487;  Bean  v.  At  water,  4 
Conn.  8. 10  Am.  Dec.  91;  Greene  v.  Linton, 
7  Port.  188,  81  Am.  Dec.  707;  Powell  v.  R. 
R.  Co.,14  Oreg.  866;OuiffIey  v.  DeHaas, 
88  Pa.  St.  287;  Lutr  v.  Thompson,  87  N.  C. 
884;  Kelly  v.  Webb,  27  Tex.  888;  Nipp  y. 
Diskey,  81  Ind.  214,  42  Am.  Rep.  184;  Clark 
V.  Wets,  87  111.  488,  89  Am.  Rep.  80;  Hill  r. 
Griffsby,  86  Gal.  668;  Eddy  v.  Davis,  116 
N.  Y.  247:  Robinson  v.  Harborer.  48  Miss. 
795;  Brusie  v.  Peck,  14  U.  S.  (App.)  81. 

3  Ring  Phillip  Mills  v.  Slater,  12  R.  I.  88i 
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«Bloxam  v.  Sanders,  4  B.  &  C.  941;  Bank 
V.  Hagner,  1  Pet.  466;  Sargent  v.  Adams. 
3  Gray,  78,  88  Am.  Dec.  718;  Grandy  v. 
McCleese,  8  Jones,  142, 84  Am.  Dec.  574; 
Draper  v.  Jones,  11  Barb.  868;  Hough  v. 
Rawson,  17  III.  588;  Metz  v.  Albrecht,  52 
111.  491;  Smith  y.  Lewis,  26  Conn.  110; 
CUrke  y.  Weis,  87  III.  488,  29  Am.  Rep.  60. 

s  McMillan  y.  Vanderlip,  18  Johns.  166; 
Surk  V.  Parker,  8  Pick.  287;  Ohnstead  y. 
Beale,  19  Pick.  628;  Eldridge  v.  Rowe,  8 
111.  91;  Badgely  v.  Heald,  10  111.  64;  Han- 
sell  y.  Brickson,  88  111.  867. 

•Laird  y.  Pirn,  7  Me.  &  W.  474;  Manby 
y.  Cremonini.  6  Ex.  806;  RunUe  v.  John- 
son. 80  111.  828, 83  Am.  Dec.  191;  Prey  y. 
Johnson,  88  How.  Pr.  316. 
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(b) 

DIVISIBLE  PROMISES. 

^468.    Failure  to  Perform  Part  of  Divisible  Promises. 

Where  the  promises  in  a  contract  are  divisible  it  is 
held  a  failure  of  a  party  to  perform  them  all  does  not 
discharge  the  other  from  his  obligation.  In  Simpson  v. 
Crippen,^  A  agreed  with  B  to  supply  him  with  a  given 
quantity  of  coal  to  be  delivered,  in  equal  monthly  install- 
ments for  twelve  months.  B  agreed  to  send  wagons  to  re- 
ceive the  coal.  B  did  not  during  the  first  month  send 
wagons  enough  to  receive  one-twelfth  of  the  coal.  A  re- 
scinded the  contract.  It  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  do  so^  inasmuch  as  B  was  willing  to  continue  the  con- 
tract as  to  the  remaining  installments^  and  it  did  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  deter- 
mine the  contract  upon  the  failure  of  one  of  the  parties 
to  fulfill  one  of  a  series  of  terms.  The  principle  of  this 
case  has  been  followed  in  a  number  of  cases  in  England 
and  in  a  few  in  the  United  States.^  On  the  other  hand 
in  Hoare  v.  Rennie^  the  defendant  had  bought  of  plain- 
tifFs  a  large  quantity  of  iron^  to  be  shipped  in  the 
months  of  June^  SvXjj  August^  and  September  in  about 
equal  portions  each  month,  and  plaintiffs  shipped  only 
a  small  portion  in  June,  not  being  nearly  the  portion 
stipulated  for  in  that  month.  It  was  held  that  defend- 
ant was  not  bound  to  accept  the  smaller  quantity,  nor 
any  subsequent  tender,  as  plaintifFs  had  substantially 
failed  to  perform  their  part    of    the  contract^  which 

i  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  14.  where  on  a  sale  of  ffoods  the  price  is  payable 

•  McTBcy  Steel   Co.  ▼.    Naylor.  »  App.  in  insuUments.  afailure  to  pay  one  insiall- 

Ca8.  STFreeth  v.  Burr.  L.  R.  9  fc.  P.  ioS:  »«««  V  ?*  ^^T**  "»«  doe.  not  di«:harge 

Trott«^  V  Heckacher    40  N    I   (Ea  ^  666-  ^he  whole  contract,    but    the    buyer,  by 

B^kbur;-  V.  Rdii;^'  i?  n:  V,  \l!)^  m\  5jri>v.;"«fi»iVfiro7  i"h'.^iLu^°'T»iS*/m°^^ 

Gerli    V.  Silk   Manfg.  Co..  81  Ail.  Rep.       {.««  ^fSi^"**"^   °'    ^^^  "***    ^iedeman 
401;LucescoOtl  Co.  ▼.  Brewer,  68  Pa.  St.       Sales  §210. 
851;  Cohen  v.  Piatt.  60  N.  T.  848.      So  3  5  H.  AN.  19. 
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formed  a  condition  precedent  to  the  liability  of  the  de- 
fendant The  rule  of  this  case,  in  commercial  contracts 
at  least,  is  approved  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  and  by  the  weight  of  American  authority.' 

But,  it  is  agreed  by  all  courts,  that  the  right  of  res- 
cission may  be  exercised  on  failure  to  perform  a  part  or 
installment  of  the  contract: 

First.  Where  by  the  express  terms  of  the  agreement, 
performance  of  each  stipulation  is  made  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  its  continuing  obligations;  or  where  it  is  evi- 
dent from  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  that 
the  regular  performance  of  each  stipulation  was  an  in- 
ducement to  the  contract,  and  so  goes  to  the  root  of  the 
matter  as  to  make  its  performance  a  condition  of  the  ob- 
ligation to  proceed  in  the  contract.^ 

Second.  Where  the  party  in  default  expressly  an- 
nounces or  his  conduct  is  such  as  to  evince  an  intention 
to  abandon  the  contract  or  a  design  no  longer  to  be 
bound  by  its  terms.^  Refusing  to  pay  at  the  time  called 
for  falls  under  this  exception/ 

§469.     Alternative  Promises. 

Where  promises  are  in  the  alternative,  i.  e.,  where  the 
promisor  agrees  to  perform  one  of  two  or  more  different 
acts,  he  has  a  right  to  elect  which  one  of  the  alternative 
promises  he  will  perform;^  unless  the  election  is  ex- 
pressly given  to  the  promisee.^    An  election  once  made 


\ 


4Norrineton  v.  Wrigrht.  115  U.  S.  188; 
King  Philip  Mills  Co.  v.  Slater,  12  R.  I.  8K; 
Pope  V  Porter,  102  N.  Y.  Sfl6;  Bance  v. 
Earle,  143  Mass.  1;  Ruffff  v.  Morns,  110  Pa. 
St.  288:  Clark  v.  Wheeling  Steel  Works,  58 
Fed.  Rep.  404. 

sWilson  V.  Owens,  x  Ind.  Ter.  163,  38 
S.  W.  Rep.  cffl\  Norrington  v.  Wright, 
supra;  Tyson  v.  Doe,  15  Vt.  671;  Catlin  v. 
Tobias,  86  N.  V.  221;  Jenness  v.  Shaw,  35 
Mich.  20. 

eCurtis  v.  Gibney,  60  Md.  181;  Bradley 
V.  King,  44  III.  839;  Fletcher  v.  Cole,  28 
Vt.  114:  Blackburn  v  Reilly,47  N.  J.  (L.) 
308;  Stephenson  v.  Cady,  117  Mass.  6;  Rey- 
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bold  V  Voorhees,  30  Pa.  St.  116;  Branch 
V.  Palmer,  65  Ga.  210;  Robson  v.  Bohn,  27 
Minn.  383. 

'Id. 

iMetz  V.  Albrecht,  62  III.  491;  Norris  ▼. 
Harris.  15  Cal.  226:  Mayer  v.  Dwinell,  29 
Vt.  298;  Smith  v.  Sanborn,  11  Johns.  69; 
Choice  V.  Moseley,  1  Bail.  186, 19  Am.  Dec. 
661. 

2 Norris  v.  Harris,  15  Cal.  226.  If  the 
promisee  have  the  election,  he  must  gen- 
erally give  notice  of  his  election  to  the 
promisor  before  he  can  charge  him. 
Center  v.  Center,  38  N.  H.  818. 
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is  final  and  irrevocable,'  and  if  the  promisor  has  a  right 
to  do  one  of  two  things  by  a  given  day,  his  right  of  elec- 
tion is  lost  if  that  day  passes  without  his  electing.*  A 
promise  to  pay  a  certain  amount  of  money  on  a  given 
day,  with  a  stipulation  following  that  it  may  be  dis- 
charged in  some  other  commodity,  becomes  an  absolute 
promise  to  pay  money,  if  that  other  commodity  is  not 
paid  on  the  day.* 

(c) 

SUBSIDIARY  PROMISES. 

§470.     Subsidiary  Promises  Explained  am,d  Illuistrated. 

Where  in  the  contract  there  are  several  promises,  and 
it  appears  that  the  non-performance  of  one  of  them  does 
not  materially  affect  the  contract  or  frustrate  its  main 
object,  then  this  partial  failure  will  not  act  as  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  but  the  other  party  will  have  his  action 
for  any  damage  he  may  have  sustained  from  the  fail- 
ure.^ 

In  Bcttini  v.  Gye/^  the  plaintiff,  a  professional  singer, 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  defendant,  director  of 
the  Royal  Italian  Opera  in  London,  for  the  exclusive 
use  of  his  services  as  a  singer  in  concerts  and  operas  for 
a  considerable  time  and  upon  a  number  of  terms,  one  of 
which  was  as  follows:  "(7)  Mr.  Bettini  agrees  to  be  in 
London  without  fail  at  least  six  days  before  the  com- 
mencement of  his  engagement,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
hearsals." The  plaintiff  broke  this  term  by  arriving  on- 
ly two  days  before  the  commencement   of  the  engage- 

3 Brown  v,  I  s.  Co.,  1  El.  &  E.  863;Gath  Tex.  574,    33  S.  W.  Rep.  658;    Baker  v. 

V.  Lees,  3  Hurl.  &  C.  558.  Todd,  «  Tex.  273,  55   Am.  Dec.  775;  Plum- 

4  Choice  V.  Mo8eley,l  Bail.  136,  19  Am.  g«'/-   ^?%  •  J.*'"*^- ^^  Kalkman    v. 

Dec.  6«1:  Roberts  v.  Beany,  8  Penr.  A  W.  Bayles,     17    Cal.  291;. 

'63,  21  Am.  Dec.  410.  iWcintz  v.  Hafner,  78  III.  27. 

sOriental  Hotel   Co.  v.   Griffiths.  88  »l  Q.B.  Div.  183. 
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ment,  and  the  defendant  treated  this  bjs  a  discharge  But 
the  court  thought  that  this  stipulation  did  not  so  go  to 
the  root  of  the  matter  as  to  ■  render  the  performance  of 
the  rest  of  the  contract  by  the  plaintiff  a  thing  different 
in  substance  from  what  the  contract  stipulated  for,  but  it 
merely  affected  it  in  a  way  which  could  be  compensated 
for  in  damages.  Therefore  it  did  not  authorize  the  oth- 
er party  to  abandon  the  contract.* 

On  the  other  hand  a  promise  is  not  subsidiary  where 
it  goes  to  the  root  of  the  contract,  so  that  a  failure  there- 
in would  frustrate  the  main  object  of  the  contract.  Thus, 
where  a  singer  was  engaged  for  a  season  to  take  the 
principal  part  in  a  new  opera,  it  was  held  that  her  fail- 
ure to  perform  on  the  opening  and  the  three  next  suc- 
ceeding nights,  went  to  the  root  of  the  contract  and  dis- 
charged the  other  party.*  And,  in  general,  where  the 
failure  to  perform  a  contract  is  in  respect  to  matters 
which  would  render  the  performance  of  the  residue  a 
thing  different  in  substance  from  what  was  contracted 
for,  the  party  not  in  default  may  abandon  the  contract*^ 

II. 
Conditional  Promises. 

§471.     The  Different  Kinds  of  Conditional  Promises^ 

Where  a  person  (say  A)  makes  a  promise  to  another 
(say  B)  which  is  not  an  absolute  promise  but  subject 
to  some  condition,  that  condition  is,  as  r^ards  time,, 
either  (a)  subsequent,  (b)  concurrent  or  (c)  precedent. 

(a)  In  the  case  of  a  condition  subsequent y  the  rights 
of  B  under  A^s  promise  are  determinable  upon  a  speci- 

3  Another    illustration  of    a   subsidiary  s  Leopold  ▼.  Salkey,  80  III.  41)1;  Campbell 

promise  is  to  be  found  in  a  warranty  on  a       Printing  Press  Co.  v.  Marsh,  86  Pac.  Rep., 
sale  of  goods.    See   post,  {  474.  79  (Colo.). 

4Pou88ard  v.  Spiers,  1  Q.  B.  D.  410. 
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fled  event.  The  condition  does  not  effect  the  commence- 
ment of  B's  rights^  but  its  occurrence  brings  them  to  a 
conclusion.  We  have  already  dealt  with  conditions  of 
this  nature  in  speaking  of  the  discharge  of  contract  by 
agreement.^ 

(b)  In  the  case  of  a  condition  concurrent,  the  rights 
of  B  under  A's  promise  are  dependent  upoi^  his  doings 
or  being  prepared  to  do,  something  simultaneously  with 
the  performance  of  his  promise  by  A.  We  have  likewise 
already  treated  of  this  class  of  conditions.^ 

(c)  In  the  case  of  a  condition  precedent,  the  rights  of 
B  under  A's  promise  do  not  arise  until  something  has 
been  done^  or  has  happened  or  some  period  of  time  has 
elapsed. 

§472.    Suspensory  and  Dependent   Conditions  DisOn- 

gudshed. 

There  are  certain  conditions  which  we  have  already 
met^  which  suspend  the  right  to  call  for  performance^ 
as^  for  example,  a  condition  that  performance  is  not  to 
be  due  until  the  happening  of  a  future  event,  or  until 
the  doing  of  some  act  by  some  third  person,  or  un- 
til a  demand  or  notice  of  some  kind  is  given.  These  we 
shall  call  suspensory  conditions,  and  are  to  be  distin- 
guished from  what  we  are  considering  here,  and  which 
we  shall  call  dependent  conditions^  i.  e.,  conditions 
which  effect  a  discharge  of  contract  by  their  breach,  if 
not  performed  at  a  fixed  time  or  within  a  reasonable 
time  from  the  making  of  the  contract. 


1  Sec  ante,  {  494.  i  See  ante,  9  4S4. 

'See  ante,  }  407;  Independent  PromiMS 
not  Favored— Concurrent  Promises. 
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§473,    Dependent  Conditions  Precedent  Mu8t  be  Per- 
formed or  Promise  Discharged. 

A  condition  precedent  of  this  character  is  defined  as 
a  promise,  the  untruth  or  non-performance  of  which 
discharges  the  contract^  If  the  obligation  of  one  prom- 
ise is  expressly  or  impliedly  conditional  upon  the  due 
performance  of  the  other,  then  the  performance  of  the 
promise  constituting  the  executory  consideration  is  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  liability  to  perform  the  other 
promise.*  Therefore,  where  A  has  expressly  or  implied- 
ly agreed  to  do  a  certain  thing  on  condition  that  B  pre- 
viously does  some  other  thing,  if  B  does  not  do  as  he 
agreed  A  is  discharged.^  But  the  promise  of  B,  as  we 
have  se^n,*  must  be  in  r^ard  to  some  matter  which  the 
parties  to.  the  contract  have  expressly  stated  shall  be 
vital  to  its  existence,  or  which  upon  a  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  contract  they  may  be  deemed  to  have 
considered  as  vital. 

§474.     Condition  and  Warranty  Distinguished. 

A  warranty  is  a  promise  of  indemnity  against  a  fail- 
ure to  perform  a  term  in  the  contract;  it  is  an  express 
or  implied  statement  of  something  which  the  party  un- 
dertakes shall  be  part  of  the  contract;  and  though  part 
of  the  contract,  collateral  to  the  express  object  of  it. 
Therefore,  the  breach  of  a  term  which  amounts  to  a  war- 
ranty will  give  a  right  of  action,  but  it  will  not,  like  the 
breach  of  a  condition,  take  a/uxiy  existing  liahilities;  for 
it  is  a  mere  promise  to  indemnify.^ 

lAnsonCootr.  808.  Mich.  478;  Harder  y.  Marion  Co.  Com.,  07 

2  Leake  Contr.  648:  Oakley  v.  Morion,  Jnd.  465;  NewhaU  v.  Clark,  8  Gush.  876; 

11  N.  Y  85.  62  Am.  Dec.  49iRobcrt8  v.  Op-  S"'^***  ^\9'*i?i*^  ^'^-  *^*5  Larimore  v. 

dyke,  40  N.  Y.  264;  Crane   v.   Kimbel,  2  Tyler,  88  Mo.  666. 

iones  &    S.  465;  Jenkins   v.   Wheeler,  8  ^Cases  in  last  note, 

[eyes,  666;  Pattrldge  v.  GildermeLster.  1  4Ante  C4II8 

Keyes  W;  Bersch  v.  Sander,  87  Mo.lo4;  ,':'>•     o^  nu     ,           xj     w 

United  States  v.  Clark.  1  Hemp.  315;  Mai-  ,  i^^^  9?"''*  *^*  Chanter  v.  Hopkins, 

bon  V.  Birncy.  11  Wis.  107;  Dcrmotl  v.  4  M.  &  W.  404. 
Jones,  2    Wall.  1:  Button  v.  Russell,  56 
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Much  confusion  has  resulted  from  the  courts  having 
failed  very  often  to  distinguish  between  a  warranty  and 
a  condition.*  A  warranty  is  express  when  the  seller  ac- 
tually assures  the  buyer  of  the  existence  or  non-exist- 
ence of  a  fact  and  implied  when  the  law  deduces  or  in- 
fers that  assurance  from  the  execution  of  the  contract 
of  sale.®  Examples  of  implied  warranties  upon  the  sale 
of  goods  have  been  already  given  in  a  former  chapter.* 

It  follows  that  there  is  no  right  in  the  buyer  of  goods 
to  rescind  the  contract  because  of  a  breach  of  warranty 
— otherwise  the  obligation  of  a  warranty  would  not  dif- 
fer from  the  effect  of  a  condition  precedent — ^but  his 
remedy  is  an  action  for  damages.**  But  it  is  said  by  a 
recent  author  on  the  law  of  Sales,®  that  in  the  majority 
of  the  American  States,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  cir- 
cuity of  action  as  it  is  claimed,  the  buyer  may  even  after 
acceptance  of  the  goods  bring  his  action  for  breach  of 
warranty,  rescind  the  contract  of  sale  and  return  the 
goods,  in  place  of  bringing  his  action  for  damages.*^ 


*See  remarks  of  AbiDger,  C.  B.,  in 
Chanter  v.  Hopkins,  4  M.  *  W.  379;  and  of 
Martin,  B.,  in  Azcmar  v.  Caaella,  L.  R.  2 
C.  P.  677. 

sBorrekios  v.  Bevan,  8  Rawle  S8;  Otta 
V.  Alderson,  10  S.  &  M.  476;  Tcrhune  v. 
Dever,  36  Ga.  648;  Osgood  v.  Lewis,  8 
Har.  &  G.  405:  Neave  v.  Arntz,  6  Wis.  174. 

4  Ante,  Chap.  II. 

5  Voorhees  y.  Earl,  S  Hill.  288;  Muller  v. 
Eno,  14  N.  V.  B97;  Hoover  v,  Sldener.  98 
Ind.  «90;  Wright  v.  Davenport,  44  Tex. 
164;  Buckinflrham  y.  Osborne,  44  Conn.  188; 


Bunce  v.  Beck,  48  Mo.  279;  Lyon  v.  Ber- 
tram, 20  How.  149.  In  Brigg  v.  Hilton,  99 
N.  Y.  529,  it  is  said:  "If  the  sale  is  of 
existing  and  specific  jgfoods,  with  or  with- 
out warranty  of  quality,  the  title  at  once 
passes  to  the  purchaser,  and  where  there 
is  an  express  warranty,  it  is,  if  untrue,  at 
once  broken,  and  the  vendor  becomes 
liable  in  damages,  bat  the  purchaser  can- 
not for  that  reason  either  refuse  to  accept 
the  goods  or  return  them.    If  the  contract 


is  executory,  and  the  goods  yet  to  be 
manufactured,  no  title  can  pass  until  de- 
livery or  some  equivalent  act  to  which 
both  parties  assent;  and  when' offered,  the 
vendee  may  reject  the  goods  as  not  an- 
swering the  bargain,  but  if  the  sale  was 
with  warranty,  he  may  receive  the  goods, 
and  then  the  same  consequences  attach  as 
in  the  former  cases,  and  among  others, 
the  right  to  compensation  if  the  warranty 
is  broken."  The  purchaser  is  not  tx>una 
to  rescind,  he  may  use  the  goods  and 
bring  hifc  action  on  the  warranty.  Brigg  y. 
Hilton,  95  N.  Y.  517,  62  Am.  Rep.  68. 

«  Tiedeman  Sales,  }  197. 

7  Door  v.  Fisher,  1  Gush.  271;  Morse  v. 
Brackett,  98  Mass.  209;  Marshall  v.  Perry, 
67  Me.  7B;  Rogers  v.  Hanson,  86  Iowa, 
288;  Gates  v.  Bliss,  48  Vt.  299;  Voughiog- 
heny  Iron  Co.  v.  Smith,  66  Pa.  St.  840; 
Moral  School  Township  v.  Harrison,  74 
Ind.  98;  Dill  v.  Ferrell,  46  Ind.  868:  O'Mal- 
ley  V.  Hendrickson,  99  N.  J.  (L.)  871; 
Ralph  V.  Chicago,  etc.,  Co.,  82  Wis.  177: 
Jack  V.  R.  Co.,  58  Iowa  399;  Warder  v. 
Fisher,  48  Wis.  888;  Ruff  v.  Jarrett,  94  111. 
475;  Byers  v.  Chapin,  28  Ohio  St.  806. 
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§475.     Waiver  of  Conditions. 

The  performance  of  a  condition  may  be  waived  by  the 
party  who  has  a  right  to  enforce  it,  in  which  cafie  the 
latter  will  be  precluded  from  relying  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  the  residue  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  lia- 
bility ;  but  must  perform  the  contract  on  his  part,    ajid 
rely  upon  his  claim  for  damages  in  respect  of  the  defect- 
ive performance.^    Thus,  where  one  of  the  parties  to  a 
contract  is  bound  to  do  certain  work  within  a  certain 
time,  and  fails  to  complete  it  within  the  stipulated  time, 
and  the  other  party  urges  him  to  go  on,  this  is  a  waiver 
of  strict  performance  as  to  time,  and  a  recovery  may  be 
had  on  the  basis  of  the  amount  and  value  of  the  work 
done,  reckoned  at  the   contract  price,   deducting  dam- 
ages for  the  delay.2 

Waiver  may  be  express  or  implied,  but  to  constitute 
a  waiver,  the  acts  or  circumstances  relied  on  to  consti- 
tute it  must  have  been  performed  or  have  transpired  af- 
ter the  party  against  whom  the  waiver  is  urged  knew,  or 
should  have,  known,  the  facts  constituting  the  breach.^ 
The  act  or  words  must  show  an  intention  to  waive  the 
right  of  enforcing  the  condition  in  order  to  constitute  a 
waiver.*  And  although  mere  delay  or  negligence  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  condition  does  not,  in  itself,  amount 
to  a  waiver,*^  it  is  a  fact  from  which,  if  it  be  not  ex- 
plained by  the  proof  of  facts  which  make  the  delay  rea- 


1  Ellen  ▼.  Topp,  5  Ex.  441;  Graves  v. 
Lesrg,  9  Ex.  717, 23  L.  J.  Ex.  231;  Haden  v. 
Coleman,  73  N.  Y.  567;  Smith  v.  Alker, 
102  N.  Y.87;  Murrav  v.Farthinjf,  6  Mo.  251; 
Ohio  Car.  Co.  v.  Nfenzies,  90  Ind.  83,  40 
Am.  Rep.  195;  Reformed  Church  v. 
Brown,  29  Barb.  a36.  i  Abb.  App.  31; 
Bristol  V.  Tracy,  21  Barb.  286;  Weaver  v. 
Wisner,  61  Barb.  638. 

s  Phillips  V.  Sevmour,  91  U.  S.  646; 
Byster  v.  Parrott.  83  Hi.  517. 

s  Dodf^e  v.  Minn.,  etc..  Roofing  Co.,  14 
Minn.  49.    Payment  or  part  payment  for 
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work  done  is  not,  of  itself,  and  without  re- 
gard to  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  made,  conclusive  evidence  of  a  waiver 
of  claims  for  defects  in  the  work;  Moulton 
V.  McOwen,  103  Mass.  587;  Morrison  v. 
Cummings,  26  Vt.  486. 

«  Fishback  v.  Van  Dusen,  38  Minn.  117; 
Fuller  V.  Bean,  88  N.  H.  290;  Farlow  v. 
Ellis,  15  Gray,  229:  Hammett  v.  Linne- 
mann,  48  N.  Y.  399;  Smith  v.  Dennie,  6 
Pick.  262. 

s  Fishback  v.  Van  Dusen,  SS  Minn.  117: 
Farlow  v.  Ellis,515  Gray  229. 
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sonable  or  inevitable,®  waiver  may  be  inferred^  A  mere 
mental  determination  to  waive  the  performance  of  the 
condition  will  not,  if  uncommanicated  by  act  or  words, 
constitute  a  waiver.® 


•  Slone  V.  Perry,  16  Mc48;  Whitney  v.  Van  Dusen,  83  Minn.  Ill;  Mixer  ▼.  Cook, 

Eaton,  14  Gray,  2»;  Goldsmith  v.  Bryant,  81    Me.  340;  Scudder    v.     Bradbury,    106 

36  Wis.  34;  Hirschorn  v.  Canney,  96  Mass.  Mass.  427;  Goldsmith  v.  Bryant,  M  Wis.  64- 

149;   Scudder  y.  Bradbury,  106  Mass.  422.  Bo  wen  v.  Burk,  18  Pa.  St.  146. 

7  Smith  V.  Dennis,  6  Pick.  263;  Hutch.  8  Maxwell  ▼.  Briggs,  17  Vt.  176. 

ings  V.  Munger,  41  N.  Y.  155;  Fishback  v. 
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THE  REMEDIES  UPON  THE  CONTRACT. 


§  476.    Thk  Remedies  for  Breach  of  a  Contract. 
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§476.    The  Remedies  for  Breach  of  a  Contract. 

For  all  the  rights  inyaded  and  all  the  wrongs  suf- 
fered in  and  about  the  contract  and  during  the  period 
of  the  contractual  relation,  Remedies  are  given  by  the 
law  to  the  party  injured.  These  remedies  are  of  various 
kinds,  and  they  may  relate  to  or  grow  out  of  the  making 
of  the  contract,  or  they  may  relate  to  and  grow  out  of 
the  breach  of  the  contract.  The  former  have  been  treated 
in  several  of  the  preceding  chapters,  while  the  latter  will 
be  discussed  in  the  next  succeeding  chapters. 

The  remedies  open  to  a  person  who  is  injured  by  the 
breach  of  a  contract  made  with  him,  are  of  two  kinds : 
he  may  seek  to  obtain  damages  for  the  loss  he  has  sus- 
tained; or  he  may  seek  to  obtain  specific  performaoice 
of  the  contract  which  the  other  party  has  refused  or  neg- 
lected to  perform,* 


1  Every  breach  of  contract  entitles  the  certain  contracts  and  under  certain  cir- 
injured  party  to  damages,  tbouffh  they  be  cumstances  that  specific  performance  can 
but  nominal;  but  it  is  only  in  the  case  of       be  obtained.    See  post,  {  402. 
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OHAPTEE  XVIII. 

DAMAGES. 

Section  477.  Introductory. 

478.  Foundation  Principle  of  Damages  is  Compensation. 

479.  Measure  of  Damages — Rules  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale. 

480.  First  Rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale. 

481.  Second  Rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale. 

482.  Third  and  Fourth  Rules  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale. 

483.  Punitive  Damages  and  Injuries  to  Feelings. 

484.  Duty  not  to  Increase  Damages. 

485.  Liquidated  Damages  and  Penalties  Distinguished. 

486.  Same — Construction  of  Contracts  as  to 

487.  Same — Rules  for  Construction  of  Such  Contracts. 

488.  No  Second  Action  for  Same  Damacres. 

§477.    Introductory. 

We  come  now  to  the  question — the  contract  being 
broken  and  an  action  for  damages  being  brought  upon 
it,  and  the  damages  being  unliquidated,  i.  e.,  unascer- 
tained in  the  terms  of  the  contract  itself/ — ^what  is  the 
amount  which  the  plaintiff,  if  successful,  is  entitled  to 
recover,  i.  e,,  what  is,  to  use  the  legal  term,  the  measure 
of  damages  t 


§478,    Foundation  Principle  of  Damages  is  Compensa- 
tion. 

The  rule  of  law  is  that  where  a  party  sustains  a  loss 
by  reason  of  a  breach  of  contract,  he  is,  so  far  as  money 

1  See  post,  S  485. 
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can  do  it,  to  be  placed  in  the  same  situation,  with  re- 
spect to  damages,  as  if  the  contract  had  been  performed.* 
In  other  words  compensation  to  the  injured  party  is  the 
foundation  principle  of  damages.'  Thus,  where  no  loss 
accrues  from  the  breach  of  contract,  the  plaintiff  is  nev- 
ertheless entitled  to  a  verdict,  but  for  "nominal"  dam- 
ages only ;  nominal  damages  meaning  "a  sum  of  money 
that  may  be  spoken  of,  but  that  has  no  existence  in  point 
of  quantity,"*  or,  as  they  have  been  called  by  an  old 
writer,  "a  mere  peg  to  hang  costs  on."*  On  a  breach  of 
a  promise  to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money,  nothing  more 
than  the  sum  due  with  interest  can  be  recovered,  the 
possible  loss  to  the  creditor  by  being  kept  out  of  his 
money  not  being  allowed  to  be  considered  by  the  jury 
in  assessing  damages. 

§479.    Measure  of  Damages — Rules  in  Hadley  v.  Bax- 

endale. 

The  leading  case  is  Hadley  v.  Baxendale.^  Here  Had- 
ley &  Co.  were  owners  of  a  mill,  and  the  shaft  of  one  of 
their  engines  having  brc^en  they  gave  it  to  the  defend- 
ant, a  carrier,  to  take  to  an  engineer  to  serve  as  a  pattern 
for  a  new  one ;  the  defendant's  clerk  being  informed  that 
the  mill  was  stopped  and  that  the  shaft  must  he  deliv- 
ered immediately.  But  through  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  the  shaft  was  not  delivered  promptly  and  in 
consequence  Hadley  &  Co.  did  not  get  the  new  shaft  un- 
til several  days  after  they  otherwise  would  have  done, 

1  Robinson  v.  Harman.  1  Ex.  885.  19  8.  B.   Rep.  729;   Beaumont    v.  Great- 

aGrifl&nv.  Colver,  16  N.  Y.  494;  Noble  5f*^v!  ^\®iJt®*i,^"i^*"^°  L'  ^*' ^? 

V,  Ames  Manuf.  Co.,  112  Mass.  497;  Buck-  Mo-  (^PP.)  WO;  Heichew  v    Hamilton,  4 

ley  V.  Buckley,  12  Nev.  439;  Friedlander  v.  g:  G"«?«?  317;  61  Am  Dec.  IW^iJst  Nat. 

Pugh,4aMiss.  lll:Kinip  v.  Gilson,  32  111.  S*^*  ^-  J***  ^®-  ^  "***°  S^-  ^**' ^  ^"• 

348;  88  Am.  Dec.  269;  Hillebrani  v.  Brewer,  *^«P-  ***• 

6  Tex.  46,  55    Am.  Dec.    767;  Osborn  v.  *  See   Stanton     v.     R.  Co.,  69    Conn. 

Stassen,  25  Kan.  786;   Eckel  v.  Murphey,  272,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  110. 

16  Pa.  St.  488,  63  Am.  Dec.  607.  1  9  gjj  341, 

s  Hassard  v.  Hardiaon,  1x4  N.  C.  4^^^ 
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the  mill  in  the  meantime  remaining  silent  and  idle  to 
the  pecuniary  loss  of  the  proprietors.  For  the  loss  of 
the  profits  which  they  would  have  made  if  the  new  shaft 
had  come  to  them  when  they  expected  it,  Hadley  &  Co. 
brought  an  action  and  the  question  was  whether  the 
damages  were  too  remote.  The  court  held  that  if  the 
•carrier  had  been  made  aware  that  a  loss  of  profits  would 
result  from  delay  on  his  part  he  would  have  been  answer- 
able. But  it  did  not  appear  that  he  knew  that  the  want 
of  the  shaft  was  the  only  thing  which  was  keeping  the 
mill  idle,  and  therefore  he  could  not  be  liable  for  the  loss 
of  profits.  The  court  laid  down  the  following  as  the  rules 
for  ascertaining  the  measure  of  damages  in  actions  for 
breaches  of  contract,  viz. : — 

Where  two  parties  have  made  a  contract  which  one  of 
them  has  broken,  the  damages  which  the  other  party 
ought  to  receive  in  respect  of  such  breach  of  contract 
should  be: 

(1)  8iich  as  ma/y  fairly  a/nd  reasonably  be  considered 
as  arising  naturally ^  i,  e.,  according  to  the  usual  course 
of  things,  from  siwh  breach  of  contract  itself, 

(2)  Such  as  ma/y  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been 
in  the  contemplation  of  both  parties,  at  the  time  they 
made  the  contract,  as  the  probable  result  of  the  breach 
of  it. 

(3)  Such  as  arose  out  of  the  special  circumstances 
under  which  the  contract  was  made,  where  such  circum- 
sta/nces  were  communicated  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant, 

(4)  But,  if  theae  special  circumstances  were  wholly 
unknown  to  the  party  breaking  the  contract,  he,  at  the 
most,  can  only  be  supposed  to  have  had  in  his  contem- 
plation the  amount  of  injury  which  would  arise  gener- 
ally, not  affected  by  any  special  circumstances. 
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Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  and  the  principles  it  lays  down 
regarding  the  measore  of  damages^  have  been  followed 
in  all  the  courts  of  thee  United  States.*  We  shall  now 
examine  the  four  rules  in  detail. 

§480.     First  Rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale, 

» 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  first  rule  in  Hadley  v* 
Bawendale,  requires  that  the  damages  shall  be  the  nat- 
ural result  of  the  breach.  This  means  that  the  injurjr 
arising  from  the  breach  must  be  immediately  connected 
with  the  breach  of  contract,  and  not  merely  connected 
with  it  through  a  series  of  causes  intervening  between 
the  immediate  consequences  of  the  breach  and  the  dam- 
age complained  of.*  Thus,  where  an  opera  house  wa& 
not  completed  at  the  time  agreed,  whereby  one  of  the 
singers  took  cold  and  the  lessee  lost  the  anticipated  re- 
ceipts of  the  performance,  it  was  held  that  the  damage 
arising  from  the  sickness  of  the  performer  was  too  re- 
mote to  be  the  subject  of  recovery.* 

But  as  the  natural  result  of  one  breaking  his  contract 
is  to  cause  the  other  to  suffer  personal  trouble  and  in- 
convenience^ or  to  put  him  to  expense  in  carrying  out 
what  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  do,*  damages  for  these^ 
where  they  naturally  flow  from  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract are  properly  recoverabla 


t  Damages  are  said  to  be  either  general 
dr  special.  General  damages  are  the  conse- 
quence of  the  breach  t>f  contract,  or  other 
injurious  act,  irrespective  of  any  special 
circumstances:  as  the  loss  of  money  caused 
by  the  non-payment  of  a  debt,  or  the  de- 
privation oi  goods  caused  by  a  failure  to 
deliver  under  a  contract  of  sale.  Vander- 
slice  V.  Newton,  4  N.  Y.  180.  Special  dama- 

S!S  are  the  further  consequence  caused  by 
e  breach  of  contract  happening  under 
special  circumstances,  as  where  a  contract 
is  made  or  eoods  are  ordered  for  a  special 
purpose,  which  purpose  fails  by  reason  of 
the  default  in  performance.  Smith  v.  Sher- 
man, 4  Cush.  406. 

1  Jackson  ▼.  Adams,  0  Mass.  484.  8  Am. 
Dec.  94:  Bond  v.  Quattlebaum,  1  McCord, 
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684, 10  Am.  Dec.  708;  Ashe  v.  De  Rossett,  &. 
Jones,  890,  78  Am.  Dec.  6fi8;  Mllhels  Mfg. 
Co.jV.  Day,  50  Iowa  SBO;  Blanchard  v.  Ely, 
81  Wend.  842,  84  Am.  Dec.  860;  Herring 
V.  Scaggs.  62  Ala.  180,  84  Am.  Rep.  4;  Os- 
borne V.  Poket,  83  Minn.  10:  Friend,  etc.. 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Miller,  87  Cal.  464-  McGov- 
ern  v.  Lewis,  56  Pa.  St.  881, 94  Am.  Dec. 
60;  Mackey  v.  Olsen,  18  Ore.  489. 

*  Academy  of  Music  v.  Hackctt,  8  Hilt. 
217. 

3  Hobbs  ▼.  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  Ill; 
Lord  Manners  v.  Johnson,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div. 
678. 

*  Barker  v.  Mann,  5  Bush,  678,  96  Am.. 
Dec.  373. 
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§481.     Second  Ride  in  Hadley  v.  Bawendale. 

The  damage  may  also  include  such  matters  as  both 
parties,  in  making  the  contract,  might  reasonably  expect 
to  be  the  consequence  in  the  particular  case ;  and  in  re- 
gard to  which,  therefore,  they  must  be  taken  to  have  in- 
tended to  contract.*  Thus,  whete  a  landlord  agreed  in 
a  lease  of  a  farm  to  repair  the  fences  so  as  to  secure  the 
crop,  and  failed  to  do  this,  and  cattle  broke  in  and  in- 
jured the  crops,  it  was  held  that  he  was  liable  for  that 
damage  to  the  crops,  for  it  was  obvious  in  such  a  case 
that  such  a  damage  must  have  been  understood  by  the 
parties  to  be  a  probable  result  of  a  breach.^  So  where 
A  constructs  a  hot  air  furnace  in  B's  house  in  a  negli- 
gent manner,  A  is  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  house  caused 
by  it  igniting  from  said  furnace.* 

And  this  rule  permits  the  recovery  of  anticipated  prof- 
its where  their  loss  might  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  parties,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  contract,  as  the  result  of  non- 
performance,* provided  the  loss  of  the  profits  be  the  na- 
tural and  necessary  result  of  the  breach**  and  not  losses 
arising  from  other  collateral  undertakings  entered  into 
upon  the  faith  of  the  promise.®  But  the  only  profits 
that  can  be  compensated  for  are  such  as  are  not  merely 


1  Goodloe  V.  Rofifers,  9  La.  Ann.  S75,  61 
Am.  Dec.  305;  Cuttine  v.  R.  Co.,  18  Allen, 
886;  Buffalo  Barb  Wire  Co.  v.  Phillips,  64 
Wis.  838;  Houston  R.  Co.  v.  Hill,  63  Tex. 
88&;  Shouse  v.  Neiswaanffer,  18  Mo.  App. 
946;  Hammer  v.  Schoenfelder,  47  Wis.  469; 
Illinois  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Cobb,  64  111.  188; 
Fleminip  v.  Beck,  48  Pa,  St.  312;  True  v. 
International  Tel.  Co.,  60  Me.  9,  11  Am. 
Rep.  156. 

>  Culver  V.  Hill,  68  Ala.  66,  44  Am.  Rep. 
184;  Scbwan  v.  Schieffelin,  81  N.  E.  Rep. 
10»6  (N.  Y.) 

3  Uhlig  V.  Barnum,  48  Neb.  684,  61  N. 
W.  Rep.  760. 

4  U.  S.  V.  Behan»  UO  U.  S.  888;  Boyd  v. 
Meighan,  48  N.  J.  L.  404;  Hubbard  v. 
Rowell,  51  Conn.  428;  Adams  Ex.  Co.  v. 
Egbert,  36  Pa.  St.  860,  78  Am.  Dec.  382; 


Taft  v.Tiede,  66  la.  370;  Annl  Mining  C.  t. 
Humble,  168  U.S.  640;  Shoemaker  v.  Acker, 
48  Pac.  Rep.  OS  (Cat.);  Collins  v.  Larelle, 
31  Atl.  W.  Rep.  484  (R.I.) 

9  Coweta  Falls  Manfg.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  19 
Ga.  416,  66  Am.  Dec.  602;  McKlnnon  v.  Mc- 
Ewan,  48  Mich.  106,  42  Am.  Rep.  458;  Hoy 
▼.  Gronoble,  84  Pa.  St.  9,  76  Am.  Dec.  628; 
Simmons  v.  Brown,  5  K.  I.  299,  78  Am. 
Dec.  66;  Adams  Ex.  Co.v.  Egbert,  86  Pa. 
St.  860, 78  Am.  Dec.  888;  Goodrich  ▼.  Hubb- 
ard, 61  Mich.  68;  Donnell  v.  Jones,  17  Ala. 
689.  62  Am.  Dec.  194:  Puller  v.  Curtlss.  100 
Ind.  287.  50  Am.  Rep.  786;  Howe  Machine 
Co.  V.  Bryson,  44  la.  169,  24  Am.   Rep.  785. 

«  Masterton  v.  Mayor,  7  Hill.  61,  42  Am. 
Dec.  88;  Wallace  v.  Ah  Sam,  71  Cal.  197, 
60  Am.  Rep.  684;  Bridges  v.  Lanham,  14 
Neb.  369,45  Am.  Rep.  121. 
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speculative  or  conjectural  but  which  are  capable  of  being 
ascertained  by  the  rules  of  evidence,  to  a  reasonable  de- 
gree of  certainty.'^ 

§482.     Third  and  Fourth  Rules  in  Hadley  v.  Boxen- 
dale. 

The  third  and  fourth  rules  grown  out  of  the  second 
and  amount  to  this,  viz. :  that  any  special  loss  which 
might  accrue  to  the  plaintiff,  but  which  would  not  nat- 
urally and  obviously  flow  from  the  breach  but  for  spec- 
ial circumstances  in  the  contract,  is  not  recoverable,  un- 
less it  be  shown  that  those  circumstances  were  known 
to  the  defendant,  in  which  case  the  law  presumes  that 
the  consequences  of  the  breach  were  contemplated. 
This  principle  is  well  stated  in  a  New  York  case^ 

"Parties  entering  into  contracts  usually  contemplate  that  they 
will  be  performed,  and  not  that  they  will  be  violated.  They  very 
rarely  actually  contemplate  any  damages  which  would  flow  from 
any  breach,  and  very  frequently  have  not  sufficient  information  to 
know  what  such  damages  would  be.  ...  A  party  is  liable  for 
all  the  direct  damages  which  both  parties  to  the  contract  would 
have  contemplated  as  flowing  from  its  breach,  if,  at  the  time  they 
entered  into  it,  they  had  bestowed  proper  attention  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  had  been  fully  informed  of  the  facts." 


■»  Griffin  v.  Colver,  16  N.  Y.  489.  69  Am. 
Dec.  718;  Muldrew  v.  Norris,  8  Gal.  74.  56 
Am.  Dec.  813;  WoIIcott  v.  Mount,  86  N,  J. 
(L.)  262.  13  Am.  Rep.  488.  88  N.  J.  (L.)  496, 
20  Am.  Rep.  4*25;  Miss.,  etc.,  Boom  Co.  v. 
Prince,  84  Minn.  71;  Brifi^ham  v.  Carlisle, 
78  Ala.  243,  56  Am.  Rep.  28;  Fairchild  v. 
Roarers,  82  Minn.  269;  Hubbard  v.  Russel, 
51  Conn.  428;  Sterling^  Orjfan  Co.  v. 
House,  2,5  W.  V.  64;  Howe  Machine  Co.  v, 
Bryson,  44  la.  159.  24  Am.  Rep.  735;  Lewis 
V.  Atlas  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  61  Mo.  584;  Miller 
V.  Janoett.  63  Tex.  87;  Jones  v.  Nothorp,  7 
Colo.  !•  Coos  Bay  R.  Co.  v.  Nosl«r,  48  Pac. 
Rep.  861.  These  cases  exclude  the  recovery 
of  expected  profits,  not  because  they  are 
profits  but  because  there  is  no  method  of 
ascertainine  with  certainty  the  amount 
which  should  be  allowed.  A  decision  quite 
at  variance  with  these  conclusions  is  the 
case  of  Wakeman  V.  Wheeler,  etc.,  S.  M. 
Co.,  101  N.  Y.  a»,  54  Am.  Rep.  676,  where 
it  is  laid  down  that  profits  if  they  are  the 
natural  result  of  the  breach  are  none  the 
less  recoverable  because  it  is  difficult  to  as- 
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certain  the  amount,  but  the  jury  must 
come  as  near  to  a  just  verdict  as  the  nature 
of  the  case  admits.  Bullae  Wibberbee  v. 
Meyer,  50  N.  E.  Rep.  58  (N.  Y.)  And  this 
seems  to  be  the  Eng^lish  rule.  Thus  in 
Simson  v.  L.  &.  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  Div. 
274,  a  manufacturer  was  in  the  habit  of 
sendinff  specimens  of  his  goods  for  exhibi- 
tipn  to  agriculture  shows,  and  he  made  a 
profit  by  the  practice.  He  intrusted  some 
such  goods  10  a  railway  company,  who 
promised  the  plaintiff,  under  circumstances 
which  should  have  brought  his  object  to 
their  notice,  to  deliver  the  goods  at  a  cer- 
tain town  on  a  fixed  day.  The  goods  were 
not  delivered  at  the  time  fixed,  and  conse- 
ouenily  were  late  for  a  show  at  which 
ttiey  would  have  been  exhibited.  It  was 
held  that  though  the  ascertainment  of 
damages  was  difficult  and  speculative,  this 
difficulty  was  no  reason  for  not  giving  any 
damages  at  all. 

>  Leonard  v.  New  York  Tel.  Co.,  41  N. 
Y.  544,     1  Am. Rep.  447. 
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§483.     Punitive  Damages  cmd  Injuries  to  Feelings. 

Damages  in  an  action  for  breach  of  contract  are  al- 
ways by  way  of  compensation  and  not  of  punishment. 
Hence  a  plaintiff  can  never  recover  more  than  such  pe- 
cuniary loss  as  he  has  sustained.  Nor  can  he  (as  he 
may  in  an  action  of  tort)  recover  for  mere  disappoint- 
ment, or  injury  to  the  feelings,  or  vexation  of  mind, 
caused  by  the  breach.^  To  this  general  rule,  however^ 
the  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  is  an  exception,  for 
in  such  case  the  feelings  of  the  person  injured  are  taken 
into  account,  apart  from  such  specific  pecuniary  loss 
as  can  bd  shown  to  have  arisen.^ 

§484.     Duty  Not  to  Increase  Damages, 

One  injured  by  a  breach  of  contract  is  required  by  the 
law  to  make  reasonable  exertions  to  render  the  injury 
as  light  as  possible;  and  if,  instead  of  so  doing,  he^ 
through  his  negligence  or  willfulness,  allows  the  dam- 
ages to  be  unnecessarily  enhanced,  the  increased  loss 
falls  upon  him.*  Thus  where  one  has  employed  an  agent 
to  procure  insurance  on  his  property,  and  knows  of  his 
neglect  to  do  so  in  ample  time  to  procure  it  himself,  he 
cannot  hold  the  agent  for  a  loss  by  such  neglect.^ 

§485.  Liquidated  Damages  and  Penalties  Distinguished. 

The  parties  to  a  contract  not  infrequently  assess  the 
^  damages  at  which  they  rate  a  breach  of  the  contract  by 


1  Houston,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Shirley,  64 
Tex.  126;  Walsh  v.  R.  Co.,  48  Wis.  28, 24 
Am.  Rep.  876. 

2  Frost  V.  Knight,  L.  R.  7  Ex.  116;  John- 
son V.Travis,  83  Minn.  281;  Coit  v.  Wal- 
-nce,  24  N.  J.  L.  291;  Thorn  v.  Knapp,  42 

M.  Y.  474, 1  Am.  Rep.  661;  Royal  v.  Smith, 
40  la.  615;  Reed  v.  Clark,  47  Gal.  194;  Col- 
lins V.  Mack,  81  Ark.  686. 

iHassard  v.  Hardiaon,  1x4  N.  0.482, 


19  S.  B.  Rep.  Tag;  Hamilton  v,  McPher- 
son,  28  N.Y.  TO,  84  Am.  Dec.  330;  Wrieht 
V.  Metropolis  Bank,  110  N.  Y.  237,  6  Am. 
St.  Rep.  856;  Uhlig  v.  Barnum,  48  Neb. 
584,  61  N'.  W.  Rep.  760;  Coal  Co.  v.  Brick 
Co.,  66  Mo.  (App.)  296;  Mather  v.  Butler 
Co.,  28  la.  258;  Peck  v.  Roofery  Co.,  96 
Mo.  (App.)  212;  Bannon  v.  St.  Bernard 
Coal  Co.,  89  S.  B.  Rep.  252  (Ky.) 

2 Brant  v.  Gallop,  111  111.  487,  63  Am. 
Rep.  688. 
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one  or  both  of  them,  and  introduce  their  assessment  into 
the  terms  of  the  contract.  This  is  perfectly  l^al,  and 
on  a  breach  the  sum  agreed  upon  becomes  the  measure 
of  damages;*  as,  for  example,  a  stipulation  in  a  build- 
ing contract  that  if  the  building  is  not  completed  by  a 
certain  day  the  contractor  will  pay  a  certain  fixed  sum 
for  each  day  or  week  or  month  he  is  in  default,^  or  an 
agreement  in  a  contract  of  sale  that  a  certain  sum  shall 
be  deducted  from  the  purchase'  price  if  the  quantity  is 
not  delivered  aa  agreed.*  These  are  called  liquidated 
damages.'^ 

But  the  parties  in  affixing  a  fixed  sum  for  the  non-per- 
formance of  his  promise  by  one,  or  each  of  them,  may 
have  intended  not  to  assess  the  damages  at  which  they 
rate  the  non-performance  of  the  promise,  but  to  secure 
its  performance  by  the  imposition  of  a  penalty  in  excess 
of  the  actual  loss  likely  to  be  sustained.  And  in  this 
case,  the  amount  recoverable  is  limited  to  the  loss  ac- 
tually sustained,  regardless  of  the  sum  undertaken  to 
be  paid  by  the  defaulter.*  These  are  called  "penaZtie*.'* 

§  486.     Same — Construction  of  Contracts  as  to. 

The  courts  will  always  construe  the  contract  in  har- 
mony with  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  without  re- 


1  Pearson  v.  Williams,  84  Wend.  840,90 
Wend.  080;  Williams  v.  Vance,  9  S.  C.  874, 
80  Am.  Rep.  28;  Lynde  v.  Thompson,  8 
Allen  450;  Tardeveau  v.  Smith,  Hardin, 
175;  8  Am.  Dec.  727;  McCurry  v.  Gibson. 
18  South  Rep.  800  (Ala.);  Henderson  v. 
Murphee,  80  South  Rep.  45  (Ala.) 

aWatuv.  Sbepperd,2  Ala.  426:Worrall 
V.  McClinafham,  5  Strob.  116;  Louis  v. 
Brown,  7  Or.  828;  Hall  ▼.  Crowley,  5  Allen 
804,  81  Am.  Dec.  745. 

sBergheim  v.  Blaenavon  Iron  Co.,  L.  R. 
lOQ.  B.  317. 

«Whitfield  ".  Levy,  85  N.  I.  (L.)  149; 
Shiel  ▼.  McNitt,  9  Paifpe.  101;  Morse  v. 
Rathburn,  42  Mo.  694^  97  Am.  Dec.  359; 
Berry  v.  Wisdom,  8  Ohio  St.  344;  Curry  v. 
Larer.  7  Pa.  St.  470,  49  Am.  Dec.  480; 
Heatwole  v.  Gorrell,  35  Kan.  097;  Brad, 
street  v.  Baker.  14  R.  L  540;  Lansinfr  v. 
Dodd,45  N.J.  (L.)  626;  Trustees  v.  Wal- 
rath,  27  Mich.  232. 

560 


'Thus  in  bonds,  the  penalty  is  generally 
placed  at  double  the  sum,  yet  only  the  ex- 
act amount  of  damage  caused  by  the  non- 
performance can  be  recovered.  But  there 
is  this  distinction  between  bonds  and  other 
written  instruments.  In  an  action  on  a 
bond  the  obligee  can  in  no  case  recover 
more  than  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 
Warden  v.  Nielson,  1  Murph.  275,  S  Am. 
Dec.  891;  Carter  v.  Carter,  4  Day,  30, 4 
Am.  Dec.  177:  Cherry  v.  Mann,  Cooke,  288. 
5  Am.  Dec.  090;  Lombard  v.  Mayberry,  84 
Neb.  074, 8  Am.  St.  Rep.  284.  While  in  the 
case  of  other  instruments,  the  action  may 
be  brought  for  a  breach  without  regard  to 
the  penalty  and  if  they  can  be  proved, 
damages  in  excess  of  it  may  be  recovered. 
Holley  V.  HoUey,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  606.12 
Am.  Dec.  348;  Graham  v.  Bickham,  2 
Yeates,  88.  1  Am.  Dec.  828;  Shreve  v. 
Brereton,  61  Pa.  St.  175;  Meinert  v.  Boet- 
teker.  02  N.  W.  Rep.  278  (Minn.) 
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gard  to  the  terms  used.  If  the  general  eflfect  of  the 
agreement  shows  that  they  intended  to  provide  for  a 
penalty  they  will  restrict  the  recovery  to  the  actual 
damages  incurred  although  the  words  ^^liquidated  dam- 
ages,'' are  used  in  the  instrument.*  So,  where  the  par-' 
ties  have  used  the  milder  term  "penalty,"  the  courts 
have  yet  held  that  the  stipulated  sum  was,  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  case,  to  be  considered  as  liquidated  damages 
and  recoverable  in  fuU.^  Whether  the  sum  to  be  paid 
for  a  breach  is  to  be  treated  as  a  penalty,  or  as  liqui- 
dated and  a^ertained  damages,  is  a  question  of  law, 
to  be  decided  by  the  court,  upon  a  consideration  of  the 
whole  instrument."*  Where  it  is  plain  that  the  parties 
meant  the  sum  fixed  to  be  liquidated  damages,  the  courts 
will  not  interfere  to  frustrate  that  intention,*  but,  if  it 
be  doubtful,  upon  the  whole  agreement,  whether  the 
sum  named  was  intended  to  be  a  penalty,  or  liquidated 
damages,  it  will  be  construed  to  be  a  penalty,  it  being 
the  tendency  of  the  courts  to  consider  the  contract  as 
creating  a  penalty  to  cover  the  damages  actually  sus- 
tained by  a  breach,  rather  than  liquidated  damages.* 

§  487.     Same — Rules  for  Construction  of  Such   Con- 
tracts. 

Subject  to  the  principles  stated  in  the  last  section  the 
courts  have  adopted  certain  rules  of  construction,  in  the 


iDwinel  v.  Brown,  64  Me.  468;  Foley  v. 
Keegan,  4  la.  1,  66  Am-  Dec.  107;  Bagley  v. 
Peddie,  16  N.  V.  460,  60  Am.  Dec.  718; 
Dennis  v.  Cummins,  8  Johns.  Gas.  207,  8 
Am.  Dec.  160;  Baird  v.  Tolliver.  6  Humph. 
186,  44  Am.  Dec.  898:  Curry  v.  Larer,  7  Pa. 
St.  470,  40  Am.  Dec.  487:  M6ore  ▼.  Platte 
Co.,  8  Mo.  467;  Grand  Tower  Co.  v.  Phil- 
lips, 23  Wall.  471. 

•Sparrow  v.  Paris,  7  Hurl.  A  N.  604,  SI 
L.  J.  Ex.  187;  Parfitt  v.  Chambre,  L.  R.  15 
(Eq.)  36:  Shreve  v.  Brereton,  51  Pa.  St. 
176;  Duffy  v.  Shockey,  11  Ind.  70,  71  Am. 
Dec.  840. 

sSainter  v.  Ferguson,  1  Man.  &  G.  286; 
Chase  v.  Allen.  18  Gray,  42;  Whitfield  v. 
Levy.  86  N.  T.  (L.)  140;  Hamaker  v.  Schro- 
ers.  40  Mo.  406;  Kemp    ▼.  Knickerbocker 


Ice  Co.,  60  N.  V.  46;  Jaqueth  v.  Hudson,  5 
Mich.  188. 

«Winiams  ▼.  Vance,  0  S.  C.  844,  80  Am. 
Rep.  26;  Bagely  v.  Peddie,  16  N.  T.  460, 
60. Am.  Dec.  718;  Brooks  v.  Hubbard.  8 
Conn.  68,  8  Am.  Dec.  164. 

sColweil  ▼.  Lawrence,  88  N.  Y.  71; 
Myer  v.  Hart,  40  Mich.  617, 80  Am.  Rep. 
668;  Scofield  v.  Tompkins,  06  111.  100;  86 
Am.  Rep.  160;  Cheddick  v.  Marsh.  81  N. 
J.  (L.)  468;  Moore  v.  Platte  Co.,  8  Mo.  467; 
Foley  ▼.  MeKeegan,  4  Iowa,  1,  66  Am. 
Dec.  107;  Tayloe  v.  Sandiford,  7  Wheat. 
13;  Baird  v.  Tolliver,  6  Humph.  186,  48 
Am.  Dec.  806;  Wallis  v.  Carpenter,  14 
Allen,  10:  Ricketson  v.  Richardson,  10 
Cal.SaO;  Wilson  v.  Mayor,  34  Atl.  Rep. 
774  (Md.) 
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case  of  contracts    containing    promises  of  this  kind; 
which  ar^^ 

1.  If  the  contract  is  for  a  matter  of  certain  value  and 
a  sum  is  fixed  to  be  paid  on  breach  of  it  which  is  in  ex- 
cess of  that  value,  then  the  sum  fixed  is  a  penalty  and 
not  liquidated  damages.^ 

2.  If  the  contract  is  for  a  matter  of  uncertain  value 
and  a  sum  is  fixed  to  be  paid  on  breach  of  it,  the  sum  is 
recoverable  as  liquidated  damages.  There  is  "nothing 
ill^al  or  unreasonable  in  the  parties,  by  their  mutual 
agreement,  settling  the  amount  of  damages,  uncertain 
in  their  nature,  at  any  sum  upon  which  they  may 
agree.'^^ 

3.  Where  the  contract  involves  several  distinct  mat- 
ters of  various  kinds,  and  one  fixed  sum  is  stipulated  to 
be  paid  for  any  breach,  of  whatever  kind,  it  is  a  penalty 
and  not  liquidated  damagea^ 

In  Kemhle  v.  Farren*  a  contract  between  the  man- 
ager of  a  theater  and  an  actor,  containing  many  stipula- 
tions on  each  side,  of  various  degrees  of  importance,  as 
to  the  times  and  manner  of  the  performances,  the  regu- 
lations of  the  theater,  and  for  the  payment  of  salary  at 
so  much  per  night,  provided  that  if  either  party  should 
neglect  to  fulfill  the  said  agreement,  or  any  part  thereof, 
he  should  pay  to  the  other  the  sum  of  £1,000.    It  was 


iTayloc  v.  Sandiford,  7  Wh«al.  13;  Sco- 
field  V.  Tompkins,  05  111.  190.  35  Am.  Rep. 
leO;  Mason  v.  Callendar,  2  Mino.  860,78 
Am.  Dec.  103. 

s  Hamilton  v.  Overton,  6  Blaclcf.  906,  88 
Am.  Dec.  136- Cotheal  v.  Talmage,  9  N.  Y. 
551,  61  Am.  Dec.  717;  Morse  v.  Rathburn. 
42  Mo.  594,  97  Am.  Dec.  359;  Powell  v.  Bur- 
roug^hs,  54  Pa.  St.  829;  Chase  ▼.  Allen,  13 
Gray  42;  Pierce  ▼.  Fuller,  8  Mass.  228,  5 
Am.  Dec.  102;  Jacquith  v.  Hudson,  6  Mich. 
128:  Nobles  v.  Bates,  7  Cow.  807;  Smith  ▼. 
Smith,  14  Wend.  468;  Dakin  v.  Williams,  17 
Wend.  447;  Lange  v.  Werk,  2  Ohio  St.  519; 
Dunlop  V.  Gregory,  10  N.  Y.  241,  61  Am. 
Dec.  746;  California  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Wright.  6  Cal.2S0:65  Am.  Dec.  511;  Bag- 
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ley  T.  Peddle,  16  N.  Y.  469,  69  Am.  Dec. 
713;  Duffey  v.  Shockey,  11  Ind.  70.  71  Am 
Dec.  348;  Holbrook  v.  Tobey,  66  Me.  410, 
22  Am.  Rep.  561:  Muse  v.  Swayne,  2  Lea, 
251.  *81  Am.  Rep.  607;  Cushing  v.  Drew, 
97  Mass.  446.  Yet  the  sum  named  must  not 
be  unconscionable  in  its  amount  or  the 
court  will  relieve.  Bradstreet  v.  Baker, 
II  R,  I,  546;  Davis  v.  U.  S.,  17  Ct.  CL  201. 

'Foley  V.  McKeegan,  4  Iowa,  1,  06  Am. 
Dec.  107;  Owens  v.  Hodges,  1  McMuU.  106; 
Carpenter  v.  Lockhart,  find.  134;  Charles- 
ton Fruit  Co.  V.  Bond,  26' Fed.  Rep.  18- 
Tbomgood  V.  Walker,  2  Jones,  15. 

«6  Bing.  141. 
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held  that  the  sum  was  a  penalty,   and  not  liquidated 

damajres.     Tipdal,  C.  J.,  said : 

"If,  therefore,  on  the  one  hand,  the  plaintiff  had  neglected  to 
make  a  single  payment  of  £3  68.  8  d  per  day,  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  defendant  had  refused  to  conform  to  any  usual  regulation  of 
the  theater,  however  minute  or  unimportant,  it  must  have  been 
contended  that  the  clause  in  question,  in  either  case,  would  have 
given  the  stipulated  damages  of  £1,000.  But  that  a  very  large 
sum  should  become  immediately  payable,  in  consequence  of  the 
non-payment  of  a  very  small  sum,  and  that  the  former  should  not 
be  considered  as  a  penalty,  appears  to  be  a  contradiction  in  terms; 
the  case  being  precisely  that  in  which  courts  of  equity  have  always 
relieved,  and  against  which  courts  of  law  have,  in  modem  time, 
endeavored  to  relieve,  by  directing  Juries  to  assess  the  real  dam- 
ages sustained  by  the  breach  of  the  agreement." 

§  488.    No  Second  Action  for  Same  Damages. 

Where  the  damages  hdve  been  finally  assessed  in  an 
action,  the  amount  is  conclusive,  and  no  future  loss  sub- 
sequently arising  from  the  same  cause  can  be  made  the 
ground  of  a  new  action.^  One  who  has  failed  to  recover 
all  the  damages  occasioned  him  by  a  single  breach  of  a 
contract,  because  he  did  not  properly  declare  for  a  por- 
tion of  them  in  the  first  suit,  cannot  maintain  a  second 
suit  for  the  recover/  of  such  portion.^  So  on  one  bringing 
an  action  for  a  part  only  of  an  entire  and  indivisible  de- 
mand, the  verdict  and  judgment  in  that  action  are  a  con- 
clusive bar  to  a  subsequent  suit  for  another  part  of  the 
same  demand.^  Where  there  has  been  a  total  breach  of 
contract,  the  plaintiff  may,  if  he  demands  it,  recover 
full  and  final  damages  for  the  future  as  well  as  the  past, 
although  the  period  for  full  performance  has  not 
elapsed.^  The  true  criterion  whether  damages  for  the 
non-performance  of  the  whole  contract,  including  dam- 

iGibbs  ?.  Cruikshankp  L.  R.  8  Com.  P.  'Miller  v.  Covert,  1  Wend.  487. 

^'  «Tippin  V.  Ward,  5  Or.  460. 

>Morey  v.  King,  51  Vt.  388. 
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ages  not  sustained  when  the  action  is  brought  and  the 
suit  is  tried^  can  be  recovered  in  an  action  for  a  breax!h 
of  contract  is^  whether  there  has  been  such  a  breacli  of 
the  contract  as  authorizes  the  plaintiff  to  treat  it  as  en- 
tirely putting  an  end  to  the  contract.* 

But  damages  cannot,  in  one  action,  be  assessed  in 
respect  of  any  matter  that  would  be  ground  for  a  new 
cause  of  action.  Thus  in  the  case  of  a  continuing  breach 
of  a  covenant  to  keep  premises  in  repair,  no  damage  can 
be  given  in  respect  of  the  probable  continuance  of  the 
breach ;  but  the  damage  for  a  continued  breach  must  be 
sought  in  a  new  action,  to  which,  therefore,  the  judg- 
ment recovered  in  a  former  action,  including  damages 
for  the  breach  up  to  the  time  of  that  action  only,  would 
be  no  bar.® 


sRemelee  v.  Hall,  31  Vt.  682»    76  Am.  •  Coward  v.  Grejfory,  L.  R.  9  Com.  P. 

Dec.  140.  158-  McCteary  v.  Malcom  Brewery,  Co.,  87 

N.  v.  (.Supp.)  3B8. 
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SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

Section  489.    The  Remedy  of  Specific  Performance— <}eneral  Rules. 

490.  Specific  Performance  Decreed  Only  Where  Damages 

are  Inadequate  Remedy. 

491.  Contracts  for  the  Sale  of  Lands. 

492.  Effect  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

493.  Contracts  for  the  Sale  of  Chattels. 

494.  Breaches  of  Contracts  Generally. 
496.    Vendor  as  Well  as  Vendee  Entitled. 

496.    Performance  Compelled  by  Means  of  Injunction. 

§489.     The  Remedy  of  Specific  Performa/nce — Oeneral 

Rules. 

The  common  law  treated  every  executory  contract  to 
sell  or  transfer  a  thing  as  a  mere  personal  contract,  and 
if  left  unperformed  by  the  party  no  redress  could  be  had 
except  in  damages.  The  common  law  therefore  allowed 
the  party  to  either  perform  the  contract  or  pay  dam- 
ages at  his  election.  But  the  equity  courts  considering 
this  in  many  cases  quite  inadequate  to  do  justice  be- 
tween the  parties,  required  from  the  defaulting  party  a 
strict  performance  of  what  he  had  promised,  and  which 
he  could  not,  without  a  manifest  fraud  on  his  part,  re- 
fuse. 

Thus  arose  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  compel  spe- 
cific performance,  and  as  it  was  based  upon  the  absence 
of  any  adequate  remedy  at  law,  it  follows  that  where 
damages  at  law  will  put  the  plaintiff  in  as  good  a  posi- 
tion as  if  the  agreement  had  been  actually   performed, 
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(Mjuity  will  decline  to  interfere,^     And  on  general  prin- 
ciples what  are  good  grounds  for  refusing  damages  are 
also  good  grounds  for  refusing  specific  performance. 
Thus,  if  the  contract  be  defective  in  the  essential  ele- 
ments of  a  cojitract,  whether  in  its  formation,  in  its 
matter,  or  the  parties  thereto,  or  if  it  be  voidable  for 
mistake,  fraud,  or  duress,  or  void  for  illegality,  no  re- 
lief can  be  had.^      Equity  will  refuse  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  voluntary  or  gratuitous  contract  or  a  covenant 
that  is  not  supported  by  a  valid   legal  consideration.* 
And  though  adequacy  of  consideration  is  not  in  equity 
as  it  is  not  at  law^  a  material  inquiry*  yet  great  inade- 
quacy of  consideration  being  regarded  in  equity  as  evi- 
dence of  fraud,  or  mistake,  or  unfairness,  or  hardship, 
will  materially  infiuence  the  discretion  of  the  court.^ 
Nor  will  the  court  decree  specific  performance  where  the 
contract  is  incomplete  and  uncertain;*^  nor  where  there 
is  strong  doubt  whether  the  parties  understood  the  con- 


iSee  post,  §400. 

2 Bass  V.  Mavor,  Meifi^,  421,  38  Am. 
Dec.  164;  Gerlach  v.  Skinner,  34  Kan.  86,  56 
Am.  Rep.  340;  Dial  ▼.  Hair,  18  Ala.  790.  64 
Am.  Dec.  179;  Kelly  v.  R.  Co.,  74  Cal.  667, 
6  Aid.  St.  Rep.  471;  Kelly  v.  Kendall,  118 
111.  650;  Scott  V.  Shiner,  27  N.  J.  (Eq.)  185; 
Harris  v.  Smith,  2  Cold.  806;  Clement  v. 
Reid,  17  Miss.  5.36;  Rogers  v.  Mitchell,  41 
N.  H.  164;  Osborn  ▼.  Phelps,  19  Conn.  63, 
48  Am.  Dec.  183;  Philpot  v.  Elliott,  4  Md. 
Ch.  278;  White  v.  R  Co.  13,  Mich.  866: 
Boynton  v.  Hazelboom,  14  Allen  107,  92 
Am.  Dec.  788:  Dom.  Tele.,  etc..  Co.  v.  Tel. 
Co.,89  N.  J.  (Eq  )  160;  McElroy  v.Maxwell, 
101  Mo.  294. 

sMercer  v.  Surk,  Walk.  (Miss.)  451,12 
Am.  Dec.  583;  Woodcock  v.  Bennet,  1 
Cow.  711, 13  Am.  Dec.  568;  Owning's  Case, 
1  Bland  370. 17  Am.  Dec.  311;  Anderson  v. 
Green,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  448,  23  Am.  Dec.  417; 
Curlin  v.  Hendricks,  85  Tex.  225;  Forward 
V.  Armstead,  12  Ala.  124,  46  Am.  Dec.  246; 
Taylor  v.  Stsu>les,  8  R.  1. 170,  5  Am.  Rep. 
556;  Moon  v.  Crowder,  72  Ala.  79;  Butman 
V.  Porter,  100  Mass.  837;  Vassar  v.  Vassar, 
23  Miss.  378;  Hickman  v.  Grimes,  1  A.  K. 
Marsh.  86,  10  Am.  Dec.  714;  Shackelford 
T.  Handley,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  496,  10  Am. 
Dec.  753;  Keller  v.  Grayson,  76  Va.  517,  44 
Am.  Rep.  171. 

4See  ante,  Chap.  IV. 


s Seymour  v.  Delancy,  8  Cow.  itt,  15 
Am.  Dec.  270;  Coles  ▼.  Trecotheck,  9  Vea. 
246;  Davidson  v.  Little,  22  Pa.  St.  245.  6 
Am.Dec.  81;  Parmelee  v.  Cameron,  41  N. 
Y.  892;  Bean  v.  Valle,  2  Mo.  126:  Losee 
V.  Morev,  67  Barb.  667;  Curlin  v.  Hen- 
dricks. 86  Tex.  226:  Corraway  v.  Swee- 
ney, 24  W.  Va.  648;  Holmes  v.  Fresh,  9  Mo. 
201. 

•  Vielev.  R.  Co.,  21  Barb.  881;  Seymour 
V.  Delancy,  6  Johns.  Ch.  282;  Siieymour  v. 
Delancy,  8  Cow.  446,  15  Am.  Dec.  270; 
Rodman  v.  Zilley,  1  N.  J.  (Eq.)  320  Bean 
V.  Valle.  2  Mo-.  126; 

7  Blanchard  v.  McDuffal,  6  Wis.  167, 70 
Am.  Dec.  468;  Huff  ▼.  Sheppcrd,  68  Mo. 
742;  Bell  V.  Bruen,  1  How.  169;  McGuire  ▼. 
Stevens,  42  Miss.  724,  2  Am.  Rep.  649; 
Rankin  v.  Maxwell,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  488, 12 
Am.  Dec.  481;  Hanly  v.  Blackford  ,1  Daoa, 
1,  25  Am.  Dec.  114;  Carr  v.  Duval,  14  Pet. 
77;  Foster  v.  Kimmons,  64  Mo.  888:  Ham- 
mer v.  McEldowney,  46  Pa.  St.  484;  Pres- 
ton V.  Preston,  95  U.  S.  SXK);  Cherbonnier  v. 
Cherbonnier,  108  Mo.  2S2;  Tedford  v. 
Trimble,  87  Mo.  226:  Maning  v.  Ayres,  77 
Fed.  Rep.  690.  Courts  of  law  will 
give  damages  for  breach  of  agreements 
which  equity  would  regard  as  too  indefinite 
to  specifically  enforce.  Hu»e,etc.,  Co.  v. 
Heinze.  102  Mo.  246;  Belch  v.  Miller,  82 
Mo.  (App.)  887. 
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tract  alike  f  nor  unless  the  plaintiff  establishes  the  fact 
of  the  contract  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence.® 

But  there  are  certain  cases  where  equity  refuses  to 
compel  specific  performance  without  regard  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  adequate  relief  can  be  obtained  at  law  or 
not.^®    These  cases  may  be  summarized  thus:— 

1.  It  will  not  decree  specific  performance  where  the 
agreement  between  the  parties  is  not  mutual,  i.  e,,  in  the 
case  of  a  contract  between  A  and  B,  equity  will  not  or- 
der  the  contract  to  be  performed  by  B  if  it  should  appear 
that  if  A  had  been  the  one  in  default  it  would  not  have 
been  able  to  make  similar  decree  against  A..*^  Thus  an 
infant  or  one  who  is  incapable  of  performing  the  con- 
tract on  his  part  cannot  ask  specific  performance  if  it,^^ 
nor  will  equity  decree  specific  performance  where  the 
plaintiff  is  insolvent  or  bankrupt  or  cannot  do  what  he 
has  agreed  to  do  without  a  breach  of  trust.**. 

In  Ogden  v.  Fossick^^*  A  agreed  to  give  B  a  lease  of 
certain  premises  of  which  A  was  to  be  employed  by  B  as 
manager  during  the  term.  It  was  held  that  the  court 
would  not  order  the  performance  of  A's  agreement,  be- 
cause it  could  not  enforce  B^s  promise  to  employ  A.** 

An  apparent  exception  to  this  rule  arises  where  a 


8  Coles  V.  Bowne,  10  Paifpc,  526;  Cor- 
elyou's  Appeal.  102  Pa.  St.  576;  Dixon  v. 
Dixon,  48  Atl.  Rep.  158  (Md.) 

•  Stranfre  v.  Crowley,  M  Mo.  287;  Ma- 
gee  V.  McManus,70  Cal.  653:  Mo.  Pac.  R. 
Co.  V.  McCarty,  97  Mo.  214:Vieth  T.Giertb, 
MMo.  97. 

1  o  Though  it  is  said  that  a  party  is  never 
entitled  to  a  decree  forspecific  performance 
as  a  matter  of  rig^ht.  McComas  v.  Easley, 
81  Gratt.  9S;  Hale  V.  Wilkinson,  81  Giait. 
75  Vieth  v.  Garth,  98  Mo.  97;  and  :hat  it  is 
always  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the 
courts,  this  discretion  is  nevertheless  (fov- 
erenea  by  strict  rules  and  principles. 
Therefore,  where  the  case  meets  all  the 
conditions,  and  requirements  for  applying^ 
the  remedy,  the  decree  for  specific  perfor- 
mance is  as  much  «»  matter  of  course  as  a 
i'udgment  for  damages  at  law.  See  Pom. 
Iq.  Jur.,  §  1404;  Seymour  v.  Delancy,  3 
Cow.  445, 15  Am.  Dec.  870;  Grundy  v.  Ed- 
ward*, 7  J.  J.  Marsh.  868,  23  Am.  Dec.  409; 
Rogers  v.  Saunders,  16  Me.  98,  88  Am. 
Dec.  6.35;  Trigg  v.  Read,  5  Hump.  589,42 
Am.  Dec.  447;  Young  v.  Daniels,  8  Iowa. 


186,  68  Am.  Dec.  477;  Wynn  v.  Garland.  19 
Ark.  88,  68  Am.  Dec.  190. 

>  1  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  8  Wheat.  890; 
Bodine  V.  Glading.  21  Pa.  St.  50,  59  Am. 
Dec.  747;  Benedict  v.  Lynch,  4  Johns.  Ch. 
870,  7  Am.  Dec.  484;  Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley, 
10  Wall.  889-  Watts  v.  Kinney,  3  Leigh, 
272,  88  Am.  Dec.  866;  De  Cordova  v.  Smith, 
9  Tex.  189,  68  Am.  Dec.  186;  Hissam  v. 
Parrish,  84  S.  B.  Rep.  600  (W.  Va.)  Palmer 
v.  Gould,  80  N.  E.  Rep.  578  (N.  Y.). 

i«  McHugh  v.  Wells,  89  Mich.  175:  Griff- 
in V.  Cunningham,  19  Gratt,  571;  Tarr  v. 
Scott,  4  BrewBt.  49. 

1 »  Lowes  V.  Lush,  14  Ves.  647;  see  Mc- 
Farlane  v.  Williams,  107  III.  88;  Tolson  v. 
Shcard.  L.  R.  5  Ch.  Div.  19;  Rice  v. 
D*Arville,  89  N.  E.  Rep.  180  (Mass.). 

i*82L.  J.  Ch.  73. 

1 9  And  see  Blacken  v.  Bates,  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  185;  Brick  v.  Smith,  87  Mich.  166. 18 
Am.  Rep.  84. 
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plaintiff  asks  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
under  the  statute  of  frauds  signed  only  by  the  defendant 
and  hence  not  binding  on  the  plaintiff  if  he  had  been 
sued  on  it.*®  But  a  decree  in  such  a  case  is  supported 
on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  by  filing  his  bill  for  re- 
lief has  admitted  the  claim  to  be  legal  and  has  made  the 
remedy  mutual.*^ 

2.  It  will  not  decree  specific  performance  where  it 
would  operate  unreasonably  hard  on  the  defendant,*®  or 
where  the  agreement  itself  is  unreasonable,*®  or  where 
its  decree  would  produce  injustice  or  would  be  inequit- 
able under  all  the  circumstances.*^  .  In  Trustees  of  Co- 
lutnhia  College  v.  Thacher,^^  the  owners  of  adjacent 
premises  in  the  city  of  New  York  mutually  covenanted 
that  only  dwelling  houses  should  be  erected  and  that 
they  would  not  carry  on  or  suffer  any  kind  of  manufac- 
tory, trade  or  business  therein.  Subsequently  by 
the  advance  of  business  to  that  place  and  by  the  con- 
struction of  an  elevated  railroad  in  the  street, 
the  value  of  the  premises  for  any  thing  but  trade  pur- 
poses was  greatly  impaired.  The  court  held  that 
though  the  covenant  ran  with  the  land  and  the  breach 
of  it  would  render  the  party  liable  in  damages, 
yet  it  would  not  be  specifically  enforced,  saying: 

"It  certainly  Is  not  the  doctrine  of  courts  of  equity  to  enforce  by 
Its  peculiar  mandate  every  contract  in  all  cases  even  where  specific 
execution  Is  found  to  be  its  legal  intention  and  effect  It  gives  or 
withholds  such  decree  according  to  its  discretion  in  view  of  the 


i«  See  ante,  Chap.  III. 

IT  Martin  v.  Mitchell,  2  J.  &  W.  426; 
Ives  V.  Hazard,  4  R.  I.  14,  67  Am.  Dec. 
SOI;  see  note  7  Am.  Dec.  492. 

18  Johnson  v.  Hubbcll,  10  N.  J.  (Eq.) 
882.  66  Am.  Dec.  778;  Swint  v.  Carr.  76  Ga. 
322,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  44;  Bryan  v.  Loftus,  1 


Wall,  389;  Catbcart  v.  Robinson,  5  Pet.  268; 
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Canady  ▼.  Shepherd,  2  Jones  (Eq.)  2S4; 
Tobey  v.  Bristol,  3  Story,  800;  Staines  v. 
Newson,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  244.  Harnett  v. 
Spratt,  4  Ired  Eq.  171. 

IS  Hi^frins  v.  Butler,  78  Me.  680. 

to  Margrraf   v.     Muir.    67    N.    Y.    155; 
Chicago,  etc..  K.  Co.  v.  Schoenman,   90 

HI.    SSSOa 

2  1  Trustees    of   Columbia     Colle^re    v. 
Thacher,  87  N.  Y.  811,  41  Am.  Rep.  365. 
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circumstances  of  the  case  and  the  plaintiff's  prayer  for  relief  is 
not  answered  when  under  tx.ose  circumstances  the  relief  he  seeks 
would  be  inequitable.  *  *  Though  the  contract  was  fair  and  Just 
when  made  the  interference  of  the  court  should  be  denied  if  subse- 
quent events  have  made  performance  by  the  defendant  so  onerous 
that  its  enforcement  would  impose  great  hardship  upon  h^m  and 
cause  little  or  no  benefit  to  the  plaintiff.' 

3.  It  will  not  decree  performance  where  it  has  no 
capacity  to  insure  the  performance.  This  rule  illus- 
trates  the  distinction  between  lands  and  chattels.  An 
agreement  for  the  purchase  of  land  can  be  performed 
by  the  doing  of  a  specific  act,  the  execution  of  a  deed, 
or  conveyance.  In  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  goods,  performance  may  extend  over  some  time  and 
involve  the  fulfillment  of  various  terms,  and  "the  court 
acts  only  where  it  can  perform  the  very  thing  in  the 
terms  specifically  agreed  upon.'^^^  Therefore  specific 
performance  will  not  be  decreed  of  a  contract  requiring 
the  direct  superintendence  of  the  court,  nor  where  the 
contract  or  duties  to  be  performed  are  continuous  ;^^  as,, 
for  example,  an  agreement  to  erect  a  building  ;2^  or  to 
construct  a  railroad  f^  or  a  covenant  to  repair  f^  or  an 
agreement  to  do  work  and  labor  of  any  kind.^^  And 
for  a  like  reason  it  will  refuse  to  grant  specific  perform- 
ance of  contracts  involving  personal  services.^* 


« » Wolverhampton  R.  Co.  v.  L.  &  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  16  (Eq.)  4.39. 

2  3  Danforth  v.  R.  R.  Co., .%  N.  J.  (Eq.) 
12;  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  R.  Co..  19  South 
Rep.  721  (Ala!)  Thiebaud  v.  Union  Fur. 
Co..  42  N.  E.  Rep.  741  (Ind.). 

«4  Fallon  V.  R.  R.  Co.  1  Dill.  121;  Gray 
V.  Hawkins.  8  Ohio  St.  449,  73  Am.  Dec. 
600:  Rose  v.  R.  R.  Co.  1  Woolw.  26. 

o Fallon  V.  R.  R.  Co.,  supra-  McCann 
V.  R.R.  Co.,  «Tenn.  Ch.  173;  Oregonian 
R.  R.  Co.,  V.  Oreg,  Nav.  Co.,  11  Sawy.  33. 

*e  Beck  v.  Allison,  56  N.  Y.  866,  15  Am. 
Rep.  480. 

*  7  Marble  Co.,  v.  Ripley,  10  Wall.  889; 


Blanchard  v.  R.  Co..  81  Mich.  48, 18  Am. 
Rep.  142;  Standard  Fashion  Co.  v.  Sitgel 
Cooper  Co.  51  N.  E.  Rep.  408  (N.  Y.),  50 
N.  Y.  (Supp.)  1056. 

»•  Willingham  v.  Hooven.  74  Ga.  233, 
n8  Am.  Rep.  485;  Clark's  Case,  1  Blackf . 
la,  12  Am.  Dec.  213;  Oe  Rivafinoli  v. 
Corsetti,  4  Paige,  264;  25  Am.  Dec.  5.S2; 
Randall  v.  Latham  36  Conn.  48;  Rich- 
mond V.  R.  R  Co.,  S3  Iowa  422;  Marble 
Co.  V.  Ripley,  10  Wall.  839;  Cooper  v. 
Pence.  21  Cal.  404;  McCaul  v.  Braham,. 
16  Fed.  Rep.  87,  and  note  pp  42-49;  Burney 
V.  Refe,  17  S.  E.  Rep.  986  (Ga.);  Jaccard 
Jewelry  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  70  Mo.  (App.)  482. 
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On  this  ground  it  will  not  decree  specific  perform- 
ance where  the  decree  would  be  nugatory  or  useless.^® 
The  court  will  not  enforce  an  agreement  which  is  revoc- 
able or  only  to  be  performed  at  the  option  of  the  defend- 
ant, for  its  interference  in  such  case  would  be  idle,  since 
what  it  had  done  might  be  instantly  undone  by  the 
party. ^^  In  Rust  v.  Conrad^^^  the  court  say : 

"The  court  wiU  also  refuse  to  Interfere  in  any  case  where,  if  it 
were  to  do  so,  one  of  the  parties  might  nullify  its  action  through 
the  exercise  of  a  discretion  which  the  contract  or  the  law  invests 
him  with.  The  refusal  in  such  a  case  does  not  depend  of  necessity 
upon  any  iUegaUty,  inequality,  or  unfairness,  but  it  is  sufficiently 
based  upon  the  impropriety  of  imposing  on  the  Judge  the  labor, 
and  on  the  public  the  expense,  of  an  investigation  of  disputes  when 
the  circumstances  are  such  as  to  preclude  any  Judgment  that  may 
be  rendered  from  being  final.  No  court  can  with  reason  be  called 
upon  to  do  a  vain  thing.  A  familiar  instance  is  that  of  a  contract 
for  the  formation  of  a  partnership,  which,  though  It  is  within  the 
power  of  the  court  to  enforce  it,  and  it  may  be  done  under  special 
circumstances,  when  by  its  terms  the  partnership  is  to  continue  for 
a  definite  period,  yet  in  the  absence  of  a  provision  to  that  effect, 
performance  will  invariably  be  refused,  though  the  terms  may  be 
In  all  respects  equal,  fair,  and  legal.**  The  reason  is,  that  the 
partnership  which  the  court  might  establish  by  its  decree,  the  par- 
ties, or  either  of  them,  might  immediately  dissolve." 

And  specific  performance  of  a  contract  will  not  be  de- 
creed where  performance  is  obviously  impossible;*'  as, 
for  example,  w^here  a  vendor  whom  it  is  sought  to  com- 


as webb    V.   Conn.  1  Litt.   88,18  Am.  si  4*  Mich.  440, 41  Am.  Rep.  720. 

S^^^^iu  /.  f°"^T'    ^3  **l*^"  .t^JR  "  Hcrcy  ^'-   Birch'  »  V«.  857;  Meason 

patent  wi  1  not  be  enforced    where  the  biil  v.  Kaine,  &  Pa.  St.  ^. 

is  filed  only  a  short  time  before  the  patent  , .  «_           ^  1  ^      ^  ^r    ^  ^  ^     .. 

-expires.  Werden  v.  Graham,  107  111.  160.  ^^"J^^^Y-  5,^^^^V*  ?  ^'  9;  •^'  Snell  v. 

so  w,T.r*.-  r«    «    D    D    r«     00  TT  c  Mitchell,  65  Me.  48;  In  re   Burk,  75  Pa. 

rtoi     S*P;f*V^^-  ^D?-!^*  SS-4b^,  H;J*  St.  141, 16  Am.  Rep.  587. 

aoi;  Marble  Co.  v.  Ripley,  10  Wall.  350;  *^ 

Barker  v.  Critzer,  85  Kan.  460;  Sturgis,  v. 

'Galindo,  50  Cal.  88,  48  Am.  Reo.  230. 
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pel  to  convey  the  land  contracted  for,  has  no  title,^^  or 
cannot  obtain  a  title  to  the  land,^^  or  has  conveyed  it 
to  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice  or  to  one  who 
though  having  notice  of  the  contract  has  the  prior 
right  to  a  conveyance.^®  In  Hugueiiin  v.  Courte- 
nayp  A  agreed  to  sell  to  B  a  leasehold  interest.  Be- 
fore the  time  for  B's  entry  arrived,  a  part  of  the  land 
was  carried  away  by  the  sea.  It  was  held  that  A  could 
not  compel  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

4.  It  will  not  decree  specific  performance  where  the 
plaintiff  has  himself  broken  the  contract  or  has  made  a 
material  default  in  performance  on  his  part,^®  for  it  is 
required  that  the  plaintiflf  shall  show  performance,  or 
readiness  to  perform,  himself  before  he  can  ask  the  aid 
of  the  court  against  the  other  party.  Nevertheless  spe- 
cific performance  may  be  decreed  against^®  a  purchaser 
with  compensation  for  an  inconsiderable  part  of  the 
subject  of  sale  which  the  vendor  is  unable  to  convey,*^ 
provided  the  deficiency  is  small,  and  not  material  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  rest.^^  And  a  purchaser  is  en- 
titled to  specific  performance  against  the  vendor,  so  far 
as    the    latter    may    be    able    to    complete    the    con- 


3  4  Fitxpatrick  v.  Feathcrstone,  8  Ala. 
40'  Stevenson  v.  Buxton.  15  Abb.  Pr.  ««; 
Nicol  V.  Carr,  85  Pa.  St.  881. 

3s  Love  V.  Camp,  6  Ired.  Eq.  »09,  61 
Am.  Dec.  41fl:  McQueen  v.  Chouteau,  a) 
Mo.  «2,  M  Am.  Dec.  178;  Gupton  v  Gup- 
Ion,  47  Mo.  47;  Brewer  v.  Wall,  28  Tex. 
686, 76  Am.  Dec.  76.  If  a  husband  agrees 
to  procure  his  wife  to  ioin  with  him  in  a 
conveyance  of  her  land,  and  the  wife  re- 
fuses to  do  so,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
decree  a  specific  performance.  1  Mad- 
dock's  Chancery  Practice,  839,  Sugden  on 
Vendors,  161. 

ae  Saner  v.  Ferris,  84  N.E.  Rep.  58  (111.). 

3  7  21  S.  C.  408.  63  Am.  Rep.  688. 

3S  Pearis  v.  Covillaud,  6  Cal.  617;  65 
Am.  Dec.  648;  Wells  v.  Smith,  7  Paige,  22. 
31  Am.  Dec.  275;  Rogers  v.  Saunders.  16 
Me.  99$,  38  Am.  Dec.  886;  Hoen  v.  Simmons, 


1  Cal.  119.  53  Am.  Dec.  291;  Kirby  v.  Har- 
rison. 2  Ohio  St.  326,  69  Am.  Dec.  677; 
Brown  v.  Hayes,  88  Ga.  186;  Datz  v. 
Phillips.  187  Pa.  St.  208. 

3sBoone  v.  Iron  Co..  19  How.  340;  Young 
v.  Daniels.  2  la.  126,  68  Am.  Dec.  477; 
Green  v.  Covillaud,  10  Cal.  817,  70  Am. 
Dec.  726;  Rogers  v.  Saunders,  16  Me.  72.  38 
Am.  Dec.  686. 

*o  McQueen  v.  Farquhar.  11  Ves.  467; 
Evans  v.  Kingsberry,  2  Rand.  120, 14  Am. 
Dec.  779;  King  v.  Bardeau,  6  John.  Cb.  88. 
10  Am.  Dec.  812. 

41  McKean  v.  Read.  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  896; 
12  Am.  Dec.  318;  Perkins  v.  Ede.  16  Beav. 
198;  Howard  v.  Kimball.  66  N.  C  175,6 
Am.  Rep.  739;  Taylor  v.  Williams,  45  Mo. 
80;  Botsford  v.  Wilson^7  III.  132;  Gregory 
V.  Perkins.  40  Iowa,  82;  Walsh  v.  Barton, 
24  Ohio  St.  28. 
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tract,  with  compensation  for  any  deficiency.**  In 
general  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  take,  if  he 
pleases,  performance  with  a  defect,  which  the  vendor 
would  not  be  able  to  enforce  against  him. 

§  490.    Specific  Performance  Decreed  Only  Where  Dam- 
ages Are  Inadequate  Remedy. 

Subject  to  the  rules  given  in  the  last  section,  the 
principle  upon  which  equity  jurisdiction  is  based,  as  al- 
ready stated,  is  the  absence  of  any  adequate  remedy  at 
law.^  This  is  illustrated  by  the  different  views  which 
courts  of  equity  take  of  contracts  for  the  sale  of  land 
and  contracts  for  the  sale  of  goods.  The  objects  with 
which  a  man  purchases  a  particular  piece  of  land  are 
different  to  those  with  which  he  purchases  goods.  He 
may  be  determined,  in  making  the  contract,  by  the  mer- 
its of  the  site  or  its  neighborhood,  and  these  cannot  be 
represented  by  a  money  compensation ;  whereas  goods  of 
the  kind  and  quality  that  he  wants  are  generally  to  be 
purchased.  Ilence  specific  performance  of  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods  is  only  decreed  in  very  rare  cases,^ 
while  land  or  any  interest  in  land  is  always  the  subject 
of  equity  jurisdiction  of  this  kind;  and  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind,  in  making  this  distinction,  that  the  per- 
formance is  decreed  in  the  one  case  and  refused  in  the 
other  not  upon  any  distinction  between  realty  and  per- 
sonalty but  because  damages  in  the  one  case  may  not, 
in  the  other  usually  will,  afford  a  complete  remedy. 

4  2  Wallinff  V.   Kinnard,  10  Tex.  508,  60  a  note  or  contract  Is  tainted  with  usury  or 

Am.   Dec.    216;    Harbers  v.     Gadsden,  Q  other  illefj^ality  gives  equity  no  power  to 

Rich.  Bq.  284,  62  Am.  Dec.  390;  Tonn  v.  enjoin  an  action  on  them;  lor  the  defense 

Ticknor,  112  111.  217.  i^  good  at  law.  Atkinson  v.  Allen.  71  Fed. 

1  See  ante,S  489.  Willard  v.    Tayloe,8  2^P;  J^;^*®*"  ^-  Landman.  31  S.  W.  Rep. 

Wall.  557:  Morgran  v.  Morgan,  3  Stew.  888,  «*  ^  *  ">• 

21  Am.  Dec.    688;  Peters  v.  Phillips,  19  >  See  Gottschalk  v.  Stein.  27  Cent.  L. 

Tex.  70,  70  Am.  Dec.  819;  Jones  v.  New-  J.  82. 
hall,  116  Mass.  244,  16  Am.  Rep.  67.    That 
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§491.     Contracts  for  the  Sale  of  Lands. 

For  the  reason  given  in  the  last  section,  contracts  for 
interests  in  or  for  the  sale  of  lands  are  a  proper  subject 
for  specific  performance,  even  though  the  plaintiff  may 
have  a  remedy  at  law  for  the  purchase  money  which  he 
has  paid  over  or  for  damages  generally  for  the  injury  he 
has  sustained.^ 

§492.     Effect  of  the.  Statute  of  Frauds. 

We  have  seen  that  an  unwritten  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land  is  unenforceable  in  courts  of  law  ;^  and  the  stat- 
ute binds  courts  of  equity  aa  well.*  Nevertheless,  a 
court  of  equity  will  decree  specific  performance  of  an 
oral  contract  within  the  statute,  where  there  have  been 
such  acts  of  performance  by  the  party  asking  relief  that 
he  would  suffer  an  injury  amounting  to  a  fraud  if  the 
other  party  should  not  perform  his  part  of  the  con- 
tract.^ In  such  cases  the  court,  having  general  juris- 
diction to  relieve  against  fraud,  applies  the  remedy  by 
enforcing  the  contract,  not  because  the  contract,  as 
such,  is  binding  on  the  parties,  but  because  the  enforce- 


1  Willard  v.  Tayloc,  8  Wall.  557;  Duff 
V.  FishcrJS  Cal.  875;  McGarvey  v.Hall,  28 
Gal.  140;  Richmond  v.  R.  Co.  83  Iowa,  428; 
Rlanchard  y.R.Co.31  Mich.  48,  18  Am.  Rep. 
14S;Sd)roule  v.Winant,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  196, 18 
Am.  Dec.  166;  Phyfe  v.  Wardell,  5  Paige, 
968,  88  Am.  Dec.  480.  And  the  court's 
jurisdiction  extends  even  to  lands  which 
are  out  of  its  jurisdiction  or  in  another 
country  if  the  parties  are  within  it. 
Equity  acu  in  personam;  Penn  v.  Lord 
Baltimore,  2  Vern.  444,  8  White  and 
Tudor 's  Lead.  Gas.  887;  Toller  v.  Garteret, 
8  Vern.  495;  Sutphen  v.  Fowler,  9  Paige, 
280;  Brown  v.  Desmond.  100  Mass.  967; 
Newton  v.  Robinson,  18  N.  Y.  587,  67  Am. 
Dec.  80;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  88  N.  Y.  827. 
78  Am.  Dec.  193. 

1  Ante,  Gbap.  III. 

>  Patterson  t.  Yeaton,  47  Me.  808;  Abel 
V.  Galdermore,  4  Gal.  90. 


3  3  Pomeroy's  E<^  Jur.  §  1409;  Overstreet 
V.  Rice,  4  Bush.  1,  96  Am.  Dec.  879;  Park- 
hurst  V.  Van  Gortland.  14  Johns.  16,  7  Am. 
Dec.  487;  Glass  v.  Hulburt,  102  Mass.  35, 
8  Am.  Rep.  418;  Maddox  v.  Rowe,  23  Ga. 
431,  68  Am.  Dec.  585;  Blgelow  v.  Armes, 
108  U.  S.  10;  Ryan  v  Dox,  84  N.  Y.  807, 
96  Am.  Dec.  696;  West  v.  Bundey,  78  Mo. 
407;  Owens  v.  McNally,  45  Pac.  Rep.  170 
(Gal.).  The  rule  is  otherwise  in  Missis- 
sippi, North  Carolina  and  Tennessee.  Box 
V,  Stanford,  18  Smedes  &  M.  98,  61  Am. 
Dec.  142;  Dunn  v.  Moore,  3  Ired.  (Bq.)  3rt4; 
Ridley  v.  McNary,  2  Humph.  174. 
A  verbal  contract,  though  void  under  the 
statute  of  frauds,  may  still  be  proved  in 
resistance  to  a  suit  for  an  injunction,  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  it  would  be 
inequitable  to  grant  it.  Denver  R.  Go. 
V.  Ristriue,  77  Fed.  Rep.  58. 
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ment  thereof  is  the  most  effectual  way  to  prevent  the 
perpetration  of  a  fraud.^ 

Payment  of  the  purchase  money  is  not  such  "part  per- 
formance'^ as  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute.^  Nor 
is  possession  taken  without  the  consent  of  the  vendor,* 
or  not  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  of  sale.''  Nor  is 
marriage  part  performance  of  a  parol  contract  made  in 
consideration  of  marriage.®  But  possession  of  lands  un- 
der a  parol  contract  of  sale  amounts  to  part  perform- 
ance when  it  is  connected  with  the  contract  of  sale,  and 
»in  consequence  and  pursuance  of  it,  and  was  intended 
to  be  in  execution  of  it.®  And  so  does  the  making  of  val- 
uable and  permanent  improvements  on  the  land  by  the 
purchaser.*® 

Though  the  statute  is  a  good  defense  where  specific 
performance  of  a  parol  contract  is^  sought  against  the 
vendor ;  yet  if  the  vendor  be  willing  to  perform,  the  part 


«  Benj.  Prin.  of  Contr.  48,  citinfr  Jacobs 
V.  R.  R.  Co.  8  Gush.  225;  Wheeler  v. 
Reynolds,  W  N.  Y.  287;  Riffgley  v.  Erncy, 
154  U.  S.  244;  Peoples  Ice  Co,  v.  Trumball. 
70  Fed.  Rep.  166. 

s  Johnston  v.  Glancy,  4  Blackf .  94,  28 
Am.  Dec.  45;  Cronk  v.  Trumble,  66  III.  428; 
Poland  V.  O'Connor,  1  Neb.  50,  98  Am. 
Dec.  327:  Parke  v.  Leewright,  80  Mo.  85: 
Cole  V.  Potts,  10  N.  J.  (Eq.)  6?;  Horn  v. 
Ludington,  18  Wis.  78;  Underbill  v.  Allen, 
18  Ark.  466;  Glass  v.  Hulburt,  lOS  Mass. 
24,  8  Am.  Rep.  418.  In  the  earliest  cases 
it  was  held  ihat  the  payment  of  a  consider- 
able portion  of  the  purchase  price  would 
take  a  verbal  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute,  while 
the  payment  of  a  small  portion  would  not 
have  that  effect.  Lacon  v.  Mertkins.  3 
Atk.  4.  per  Lord  Hardwicke,  who  held 
generally  that  part  payment  was  a  good 
part  performance.  Child  v.  Comber.  3 
Swanst.  423,  note:  Frieze  v.  Glenn,  2  Md. 
Ch.  861:  Harwood  v.  Jones,  10  Gill.  &  J. 
404.  But  this  distinction  was  long  ago 
rejected  as  being  based  upon  no  sound 
principle.  Pomeroy's  Spec.  Perf .  f  113. 

•  Purcell  V.  Miner,  4  Wall.  518;  Moore 
v.  Hi^bee,  45  Ind.  487;  Howe  v.  Rogers,  82 
Tex.  218. 

7  McNeil  V.  Jones,  21  Ark.  277;  Charpiot 
V.  Slgerson,  25  Mo.  68;  Glass  v.  Hulburt, 
102  Mass.  82,  8  Am.  Rep.  418;  Ann  Berta 
Lodge  V.  Leverton,  42  Tex.  26;  Miller  v. 
Ball,  64  N.  Y.  292. 
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8  Caton  v.  Caton,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  App.  187 
Ungley  v.  Ungley,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  Div.  78 
Finch  V.  Finch,  10  Ohio  St.  501:  Flenner  v 
Plenner,  29  Ind.  564;  Welch  v.  Whelpley, 
68  Mich.  15,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  810. 

•  Wood  V.  Thornby,  58  111.  464;  Judy  v. 
Gilbert,  77  Ind.  96,  40  Am.  Rep.  289: 
Barnes  v.  R.  Co.,  130  Mass.  888;  Freeman 
V.  Freeman.  48  N.  Y.  84,  8  Am.  Rep.  6&7; 
Rankin  v.  Simpson,  19  Pa.  St.  471,  57  Am. 
Dec.  668;  Parrill  v.  McKinley,  9  Gratt.  1, 
56  Am.  Dec.  212;  Blanchard  v.  McDougall; 
6  Wis.  167,  70  Am.  Dec.  468;  Dugan  v. 
Gittings,  3  Gill.  138,  48  Am.  Dec.  806; 
Baton  v.  Wbittaker,  18  Conn.  222,  44  Am. 
Dec.  586;  Seamen  v.  Ascherman,  51  Wis. 
678,  87  Am.  Rep.  849;  Jefferson  v.  Jefferson*^ 
96  111.  561;  Anaerson  v;  Simpson,  21  Iowa» 
899;  Arnold  v.  Stephenson,  79  Ind.  126; 
McCarger  V.  Rood,  47Cal.  188;  Lamb  v. 
Human,  46  Mich.  112;  Reynolds  v.  John- 
son, 18  Tex.  214. 

1  o  Glass  V.  Hulburt,  102  Mass.  85.  8  Am; 
Rep.  418;  Moore  v.  Pierson,  6  Iowa  279. 
71  Am.  Dec.  409;  Kurtz  v.  Hibner,  55  IIU 
514,  8  Am.  Rep.  665;  Potter  v.  Jacobs,  111 
Mass  32;  Hibbert  v.  Aylott,  52  Tex.  580. 
The  rendering  of  services  is  *'part  per- 
formance** wnere  it  is  impossible  to 
estimate  their  value  by  any  pecuniary 
standard.  Owens  v.  McNally.  45  Pac. 
Rep.  710  (Cal.);  Townsend  v.  Vanemecker 
160  U.  S.  171. 
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of  the  purchase  money  that  has  been  paid  cannot  be  re- 
covered back.^^  The  statute  will  not  prevent  a  decree 
where  the  agreement  in  the  bill  is  admitted,  and  the 
statute  is  not  relied  on  as  a  bar.^^ 

§  493.    Contracts  for  the  Sale  of  Chattels. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  decree  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  chattels — because  the 
breach  may  be  sufficiently  remedied  by  damages.  If  A 
refuses  to  deliver  goods  he  has  sold  to  B,  the  latter  may 
purchase  them  elsewhere  and  recover  the  loss  to  him 
resulting  from  A^s  failure  to  perform.^  This  rule  ex- 
tends to  all  kinds  of  personal  property  including  gov- 
ernment bonds  and  the  shares  of  stock  and  bonds  of  bus- 
iness corporations  which  are  always  to  be  bought  in  the 
the  market.^  But  in  the  application  of  this  rule  three 
classes  of  cases  are  to  be  excepted,  though  two  of  them 
are  not  exceptions  to  but  rather  further  illustrations  of 
the  governing  principle,  viz. :  that  agreements  will  not 
be  specifically  enforced  unless  from  the  nature  of  the 
contract,  the  character  of  the  subject-matter  or  other 
special  and  peculiar  causes,  damages  will  not  be  an  ade- 
quate remedy.' 

(a)  Where  the  contract  is  made  under  special  circum- 
stances and  for  purposes  requiring  specific  performance 
to  render  it  of  value.*  As,  for  example,  a  contract  for 
the  purchase  of  coal  tar,  solely  obtainable  in  the  city 
from  defendant,  and  absolutely  necessary  to  plaintiff's 


X 1  Sims  V.  Hutchins,  8  Sm.  &  M.  aSB8.  47 
Am.  Dec.  90. 

IS  Baker  v.  Hollobaugh,  15  Ark.  9X2; 
Woods  V.  Dille,  11  Ohio,  465;  Houser  v. 
Lamont,  55  Pa.  St.  811,  98  Am.  Dec.  755. 

1  Eckstein  v.  Downing,  64  N.  H.  248, 
10  Am.  Si.  Rep.  404. 

«  Fallon  V.  R.  Co.,  1  Dill.  121;  Ross  v. 
R.  Co.,  1  Woolw.  26;  Ferguson  v.  Pas- 
chal!. 11  Mo.  267;  Cowlesv.  Whitman,  10 


Conn.  121,  86  Am.  Dec.  60;  Foil's  Appeal, 
91  Pa.  St.  437,  86  Am.  Rep.  671;  Strasburgh 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Kchternacb,  21  Pa.  Si.  220,  60 
Am.  Dec.  49;  Eckstein  v.  Downing,  64  N. 
H.  248;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  404;  Hissam  v. 
Parish.  24  S.  E.  Rep.  600  (W.  Va.) 

'  3  Adams  V.  Messenger,  post;  Dilburn  ▼. 
Youngblood,  86  Ala.  447. 

4  Clark  v.  Flint,  22  Pick.  281.  89  Am. 
Dec.  788. 
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business;*  or  for  a  ship  timber  of  a  particular  kind  es- 
sential to  the  completion  of  a  ship  and  which  can  be  sup- 
plied by  the  vendor  alone.®  Of  the  same  nature  is  an 
agreement  to  furnish  articles  which  the  vendor  only  can 
supply  because  their  manufacture  is  guarded  by  a  pat- 
ent/ It  is  on  this  ground  that  in  England  and  some  of 
the  States  a  distinction  is  made  between  government 
stock  and  the  stock  and  bonds  of  railroad  and  business 
•corporations  on  the  ground  that  the  latter  are  limited 
in  number^  and  cannot  always  be  had  in  the  market^ 

(b)  Articles  which  have  acquired  a  peculiar  value  to 
the  owner  and  for  the  loss  of  which  no  damages  would 
<iompensate.^  As  an  artist's  picture  painted  by  him- 
self;^® or  a  valuable  picture,  vase,  or  work  of  art;  family 
pictures  and  furniture,  or  heir-looms;  an  antique  horn, 
used  aa  a  symbol  of  tenure  of  land ;  the  tobacco-box  of 
a  club ;  the  dresses,  decorations,  papers,  and  effects  of  a 
lodge  of  Freemasons;  a  box  of  jewels,  deeds  or  instru- 
ments of  title  to  land.^^  But  it  has  been  said,^^  that  the 
common-law  remedy  "would  not  be  considered  inade- 
quate, merely  because  the  specific  article  might  be  more 
convenient  or  gratifying  to  the  party  than  damages  for 
withholding  or  destroying  it;  .  .  .  and  the  princi- 
ple must  not  be  extended  to  cases  founded  in  weakness 
and  folly.  It  would  therefore  be  a  perversion  of  the 
rule  to  apply  it  to  the  delivery  of  a  favorite  spaniel  or 
a  lady's  lap-dog." 


s  Equitable  Gas  Liffht  Co.  v.  Manfg. 
Co.,  63  Md.  286. 

•  Buxton  V.  Lister,  3  Atk.  888.  So  where 

eayment  was  to  be  made,  not  in  money 
ut  in  specific  securities.  Rothalz  v. 
Schwartz,  46  N.  J.  (Eq.)  477, 19  A.  S.  R. 
409. 

''  Adams  v.  Messenger,  post;  Hapgood 
V.  Rosenstock.SS  Fed.  Rep.  86:  see  Binney 
T.  Annan,  107  Mass.  71,  9  Am.  Rep.  10. 

«  Duncuft  V.  Albrecht,  19  Sim.  189;  Frue 
V.  Houghton,  6  Colo.  318;  Asche  v.  Johnson, 
2  Jones  (Ii.q.)  149;  Adams  v.  Messenger, 
147  Mass.  185,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  679;  Krouse  t. 
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Woodward,  43  Pac.  Rep.  1064  (Csl.);  John- 
son  V.  Brooks,  93   N.  T.    848. 

8  Adams  v.  Messenger,  147  Mass.  185, 9 
Am.  St.  Rep.  679;  McGowan  ▼.  Reming- 
ton, IS  Pa.  St.  56,  51  Am.  Dec.  684;  Womack 
V.  Smith,  11  Humph.  478,54  Am.  Dec.  51. 

io  Downing  v.  Bettemann,  2  J.  &  H.  544. 

1 1  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  ft  Pr.,  $  2598; 
Adams  v.  Messenger,  supra;  Williams  v. 
Howard,  8  Murph.  74:  Cowles  v.  Whitman, 
10  Conn.  121,  25  Am.  Dec.  60;  McGowan  v. 
Remington,  12  Pa.  St.  56,  61  Am.  Dec.  584. 

1  s  Lining  v.Geddes,  1  McCord.  Ch.  804, 
16  Am.  Dec.  607. 
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(c)  As  falling  under  the  general  jurisdiction  of  eq- 
uity to  enforce  trusts,  if  there  be  a  trust,  express  or  im- 
plied, the  court  will  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
the  contract,  whether  the  chattels  are  common  or  spec- 
iaJ.i» 

§  494.    Breaches  of  Contract  Generally. 

The  remedy  at  law  for  the  breach  of  ordinary  con- 
tracts— a  judgment  for  damages, — is  sufficiently  spe- 
cific and  adequate,  and  hence  does  not  call  for  the  equit- 
able relief.  Therefore  specific  performance  will  not  be 
granted  in  such  cases ;  as,  for  example,  of  a  contract  to 
borrow  or  to  lend  money;  or  of  an  agreement  to  pay  a 
certain  fund  to  one  creditor  in  preference  to  others  or 
of  an  agreement  by  creditors  to  receive  a  portiop  of  their 
debts  in  satisfaction  of  the  whole  ;*  or  of  a  debt  for  work 
and  labor;  or  for  money  payable  under  a  building  con- 
tract; or  of  a  contract  for  personal  services.^  As  put  by 
one  judge :  "There  is  no  case  of  a  specific  performance 
decreed  of  an  agreement  to  build  a  house,  because  if  A 
will  not  do  it,  B  may.  Specific  performance  is  only  de- 
creed where  the  party  wants  the  thing  in  specie  and  can- 
not have  it  in  any  other  way."* 

§495.    Vendor  as  Well  as  Vendee  Entitled. 

The  vendor  as  well  as  the  vendee  may  obtain  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land.* 

1 9  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.,  $  1408,  note.  i  Old  Colony,  R.  Co.  t.  Bvans«  6  Gray. 

1  l^vnon  Riffhts  Rem  &  Pr  (  SfiSS  ^»  ^  A™-  ^*<^-  *•*:  Brown  ▼.   Huflf,  5 

Law»n  Kignts,  Kem.«  rr.  }  sow.  p^.       ^^    ^^  ^  ^^  ^^  miCnTy  v. 

«  See  ante,  f  480.  Smith,  2  N.  Y.  (B;  Hanna  v.  Wilson.  8 

3  Ken  yon,  M.  R.,inErrinfftonv.  Aynes-  Gratt.  243,  40  Am.    Dec.    190;     Pugh  ▼. 

ley,  2  Brown  Ch.  843.  Some  of  the  cases  Chesseldure,  11  Ohio.  109.  87  Am.  Dec. 

fall  also  under  another  rule,  viz.,  that  the  414;    Robinson  v.  Harbour,  42  Miss.  795, 

court  will  not  undertake  to  direct  a  contin-  97  Am.  Dec.  501. 

uous  service;  see  ante,  §  489. 

37  577 


§  496 


SPECIFIC  PEEFORMANCE. 


[part  V. 


The  reasons  on  which  this  relief  is  founded  are : 

First.  The  remedy  in  the  action  for  damages  is  not 
adequate.  While  on  the  sale  of  chattels,  by  the  very 
act  of  delivery,  the  property  becomes  vested  in  the  pur- 
chaser and  the  seller  may  recover  the  whole  contract 
price, — this  does  not  apply  to  real  estate  which  can  only 
be  transferred  by  deed.^  Therefore  in  actions  at  law 
against  a  vendee  on  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real 
estate  who  refuses  to  complete  it,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  not  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money  but  is  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the  market 
value  of  the  land  at  the  time  of  the  breach.^ 

Second.  The  remedy  of  specific  performance  ought  to 
be  mutual  and  reciprocal  which  it  would  not  be  if  the 
vendee  could  obtain  it,  and  at  the  same  time  be  denied 
to  the  vendor.* 

The  decree  in  such  cases  is  not  for  the  money  agreed 
to  be  paid  with  an  award  of  execution  if  it  is  not,  but  it 
should  direct  a  sale  of  the  premises  in  case  of  default, 
and  should  require  the  plaintiff  to  deposit  with 
the  court  a  proper  conveyance  of  the  land.*^ 

§  496.     Performance  Compelled  hy  Means  of  Injunction. 

Whatever  promise  or  covenant  a  court  of  equity  will 
compel  a  man  to  perform,  by  a  decree  for  specific  per- 
formance, it  will  generally  restrain  him  from  neglect- 
ing to  perform,  by  injunction.^  A  promise  or  covenant, 
it  is  obvious,  may  be  either  that  one  will  do  a  certain 


zQf  course  if  the  deed  has  oeen  executed 
and  delivered  the  whole  consideration  may 
be  recovered  in  an  action  at  law. 

sHurd  v.Dunsmore,  68  N.  H  171;  Griswold 
V.  Sabin.  51  N.  H.  187: 12  Am.  Rep.  76;  Old 
Colony  R.R.Co.  v.Evans,  6  Gray,25«66  Am, 
Dec.  894;  Garrard  v.  Dollar,  4  Jones,  175. 
67  Am.  Dec.  871;Scudder  v.  Waddingham, 
7  Mo.  (App.)  26.  To  this  is  to  be  added  ot 
course  the  cost  incurred  by   the  vendor  in 
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completinK  the  sale.    Laird  v.  Pirn,  7  M.  & 
W.  474:  Hurd  v.  Dunsmore,  63  N.  H.    171. 

4  Andrews  v.Sullivan,  2Gilm.  327,48  Am. 
Dec.  63,  2  Story  Eq.  Jur.  §  728. 

'Andrews V.Sullivan,  2Gilm.827,(8  Am. 
Dec.  58:  Heatherwick  v.  Heaiberwick,  32 
111.  73: Wade  v.  Greenwood,  2  Rob.  474. 40 
Am.  Dec.  759. 

iSnell,  Eq.488. 
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thing  or  that  one  will  not  do  it;  in  the  one  case  an  (a) 
affirrnativey  in  the  other  a  (b)  ncgatire,  promise  or  cov- 
enant. 

(a)  The  remedy  in  equity  in  the  first  case  is  usually 
by  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  as  we  have  seen.  Yet 
the  court  will  in  some  cases  enforce  indirectly  the  af- 
firmative terms  of  a  contract  of  which  it  could  not  di- 
rectly decree  the  specific  performance,  and  this  bj' 
means  of  a  mandatory  injunction.^  Thus  an  agreement 
to  remove  certain  buildings  has  been  enforced  by  an  in- 
junction against  the  continuance  of  the  buildings,®  and 
lessors  who  had  covenanted  to  manage  land  or  cultivate 
a  farm  in  a  husbandlike  manner,  have  been  restrained 
from  doing  acts  of  bad  husbandry,  although  there  was 
no  express  covenant  to  refrain  from  such  acts.^ 

(b)  Where  a  person  agrees  not  to  do  a  certain  act. 
specific  performance  is  decreed  in  the  form  of  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  the  party  from  doing  the  act*^  Thus 
injunctions  have  been  issued  to  restrain  a  person  from 
violating  a  promise  not  to  engage  in  a  certain  trade  for 
a  certain  term;^  to  restrain  a  person  who  had  entered 
into  a  covenant  not  to  ring  church  bells  from  so  doing ;" 
to  restrain  an  author  who  on  the  sale  of  a  work  had  cov- 
enanted wnth  the  purchaser  not  to  do  anything  which 
might  be  detrimental  to  the  sale  or  publication  of  that 
work,  from  publishing  a  rival  work  on  the  same  sub- 
ject;® to  restrain  tenants  from  violating  covenants  in 
their  leases  as  to  the  mode  of  cultivation,  or  the  use  of 
the  premises;^  to  restrain  the  erection  of  buildings  be- 


s Leake  Contr.  1120;  Lane  v.  Newdeeate. 
lOVes.  19S;  Isenbere  V.  East  India  House 
Co.,  8  De  G.  I.  AS.  272:  Sprinjrfield  R. 
Co.  V.  Springfield,  85  Mo..  674. 

sRanken  v.  Huskinson,  4  Sim.  18;  Lord 
Manners  v.  Johnson,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  Div.  673. 

*Drury  v.  Molins,  6  Ves.  828;  Pratt  t. 
B'retl.  2  Madd.  62;  Bri);f^  v.  Law,  4  Jobns. 
Ch.  23:  Kerr  on  Injunciions,  523. 

9  Banett  v.  Biaf^rave,  6  Vesey,  566,  6  Ves. 


104;  Hapgood  v.  Rosenstock,  23  Fed.  Rep, 
86;  Steward  v. Winters,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  667. 

B  Doty  V.  Martin,  32  Mich. 
462;  Builer  v.  Bruleson,  16  Vt.  176; 
Guerand  v.  Dandelet,  82  Md.  661,  3  Am, 
Rep.  164. 

7  Martin  v.  Nutkin,  2  P.  Wms.  266. 

sBarfield  v.  Nicholson,  2  Sim.&  Stu.  1. 

sFlemmingv.  Snook,  6  Beav.  250;  Mad ^ 
dox  V.  White,  4  Md.  72;  60  Am.   Dec.  67; 
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yond  a  certain  height;^®  to  restrain  the  erection  or  com- 
pel the  removal  of  bay  windows^^  to  restrain  the  use  of 
building  lots  except  for  the  erection  of  dwellings;^*  to 
restrain  the  carrying  on  of  particular  trades  in  demised 
premises;^*  and  in  many  other  cases  of  a  similar  charac- 
ter." 

And  it  is  now  well  settled^*  that  the  inability  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of  one 
part  of  an  agreement  is  no  ground  for  its  refusing  to  en- 
join against  the  breach  of  another  part  of  the  same 
agreement^®  In  Lumley  v.  Wagner/'^  the  defendant 
agreed  with  the  plaintiflf  to  sing  at  his  theater  upon  cer- 
tain termSy  and  during  a  certain  period  to  sing  nowhere 
else.  Subsequently  she  entered  into  an  engagement  with 
another  person  to  sing  at  another  theater,  and  refused  to 
perform  her  contract  with  the  plaintiff.  The  court, 
while  admitting  that  it  was  powerless  to  enforce  so 
much  of  the  contract  as  related  to  th^  promise  to  sing 
at  the  plaintiff's  theater,  restrained  the  defendant  by 
injunction  from  performing  at  any  other  theater. 


Junker  man  v.  Bovee,  19  Cal.  8M;  Barrow  v. 
Richard,  8  Paiuc  357:  Sawyer  v.  Twiss,  86 
N.  H.  846;  Daniels  v.  Pond,  21  Pick.  367; 
Sutton  V.  Head;  86  Ky.,  166,  2»  Am.  St. 
Rep.  166;  Hodge  v.  Sloan,  107  N.  Y.  244. 

1 0  Lloyd  V.  London,  etc.  R.  Co.,  %  De  G. 
J.  &  Sm.  568. 

1  ^  Lord  Manners  v.  Johnson,  L.  R.  1  C* 
D.  673:  Western  v.  Macdermot,  L.  R.  1  Ek]. 
499. 

1  *St.  Andrew's  Church  Appeal,  67  Pa. 
St.  51^. 

1 3 Kemp  V.  Sober,  1  Sim.  N.  S.  617;  Hod- 
son  V.  Coppard,  29  Beav.  4;  Clements  ▼. 
Wells,  L.  R..  1  Eq.  200;  Parker  v.  White,  1 
Hem.  &M.  167. 

1  *  Kerr  on  Injunctions,  SOS;  Wolyerhamp> 
ton.  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  London,  etc.,  R.  Co., 
L.  R.  16  Eq.  488;  Nuneaton  Local  Board  v. 
General  Sewage  Co.,  L.  R.  90  Eq.  127; 
Parkham  t.  Aicardi,  84  Ala.  873;  Lewis  v. 
Lyman,  ^Z  Pick.  487;  Lewis  v.  Jones,  17 
Pa.  St.  362-  Beckwith  v.  Howard,  6  R.  L  1; 
Avery  v.  Baker,  27  Neb.  888,  20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  672. 

IS  In  the  earlier  cases  equity  would  not 
restrain  the  yiolation  of  the  negative  part 
of  an  agreement  when  it  could  not  enforce 
the  affirmative  stipulations,  but  the  party 
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was  left  to  his  remedy  at  law.    Kemble  v. 
Kean,  6  Sim.  R.  888. 

leHayl  ▼.  WiUis,  11  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
167;  Daly  v.  Smith.  40  How.  Pr.  150,  88  N. 
Y.  (S.  C.)  158:  Richardson  v.  Peacock,  26 
N.  J.  (Eq.)  40:  Frank  v.  Brunneman,  8  W. 
Va.  462;  Parker  v.  Gauison,  61  111.  250; 
GiUis  V.  Hall.  2  Brewst.  842;  Chicaso,  etc., 
R.  Co.  V.  New  York,  etc.,  Co^M  Fed. 
R.  521;  Port  Clinton  R.  Co.  v.  Cleveland. 
etc.  R.  Co„  18  Ohio  St.  560;  Marble  Co.  v. 
Ripley,  10  Wall.  358;  McCaul  v.  Braham, 
16  Fed.  Rep.  37  note  42-47. 

1 7  1  De  G.  M.  &  G.  604.  The  court  will 
not  enforce  the  performance  of  ordinary 
contracts  of  service  in  this  way;  it  is  only 
where  the  service  is  to  be  rendered  by  one 
having  special  and  extraordinary  qualifi- 
cations, as  *'for  example,  by  an  eminent 
actor,  singer,  artist  and  the  like  •  •  • 
Damages  for  a  breach  of  such  contcacts 
are  not  only  difficult  to  ascertain  but  can- 
not with  anv  certainty  be  estimated ;  nor 
could  the  plaintifT  procure  by  means  of 
damages  the  same  services  in  the  labor 
market,  as  In  case  of  an  ordinary  contract 
of  employment  between  an  anizan,a  labor< 
er  or  a  clerk  and  their  employer.*'  Cort 
V.  Laasard.  18  Oreg.  221,  17  Am.  St.  Rep. 
726. 
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DISCHARGE  OP  RIGHT  OP  ACTION. 
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(a)      RELBA6E. 

498.  Release  Defined  and  E«xplained. 

499.  Covenant  Not  to  Sue. 

(B)      ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

500.  Accord  and  Satisfaction  Defined  and  Explained. 

(C)      JUDGMBNT. 

501.  E2ffect  of  Judgment. 

(D)      LAPSE  OP  TIME. 

502.  Introductory. 

1 .     /v  dependent  of  Statu  te . 

503.  Presumption  of  Payment. 

504.  Laches  in  Equity. 

2.     Under  Statutf  of  Limitations, 

506.  Statutes  of  Limitations  Bar  Action. 

506.  When  Statute  Begins  to  Run. 

507.  Statutory  Bar  May  be  Removed. 

§  497.     Introductory. 

Upon  every  breach  of  contract,  whether  it  discharges 
or  not  the  agreement  of  the  other  party/  there  arises 
in  favor  of  the  injured  party  a  right  of  action  for  com- 
pensation. This  right  of  action  cannot  be  discharged 
by  any  payment  or  performance,  or  tender  of  payment 
or  performance  by  the  promisor,  without  the  consent 
and  acceptance  of  the  promisee;  for  the  promisee,  after 
breach,  becomes  entitled  to  the  compensation  or  remedy 
provided  by  process  of  law,  and  is  not  bound  to  accept 
any  tender  or  offer  made  in  satisfaction  of  his  legal 
righta' 

1  See  ante,  i  464.  >  Lawson  Rights,  Rem.  A  Pr.  §  I2d67. 
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The  question  then  to  be  considered  in  this  chapter 
is,  how  may  this  Right  of  Action  be  discharged;  and  it 
is  answered  that  the  right  of  action  arising  from  a 
breach  of  a  contract  may  be  discharged  in  four  ways : 
(a)  by  a  release,  (b)  by  an  accord  and  satisfaction, 
(c)  by  a  judgment,  (d)  by  lapse  of  time. 

(a) 

!  RELEASE. 

§  498.     Release  Defined  and  Explained. 

Release  is  a  discharge  of  the  claim  or  right  of  action 
growing  out  of  th^  breach  of  an  agreement^  It  must, 
unless  it  be  made  for  some  new  consideration,  be  under 
seal^  to  bind  the  person  making  it,  otherwise  it  will  be 
nothing  more  than  a  promise  without  consideration  to 
forbear  from  the  exercise  of  a  right,  which  we  have  seen 
is  not  binding.^  The  release  of  a  debt  discharges  all 
securities  held  by  the  creditor,*  but  does  not  extinguish 
or  defeat  any  future  right  or  claims,^  and  a  general 
release  is  qualified  and  controlled  by  a  recital  of  the 
particular  class  of  debts  to  which  alone  it  is  intended 
to  apply.® 

A  voluntary  delivery  by  the  creditor  to  th«  debtor  of 
the  evidence  of  the  debt,  as  a  bill,  note  or  bond,  or  the 
destroying  of  the  instrument,  with  the  intention  of 
discharging  the  debt,  operates  as  a  release.^ 


1  Leake  Contr  1261. 

2  111.  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Read,  87  111.  484, 
87  Am.  Dec.  260;  Weber  v.  Coucti,  IM 
Mass.  26,  46  Am.  Rep.  874-  Smilhwick  v. 
Ward,  7  Jones,  64,  76  Am.  Dec.  463;  Lan- 
caster V.  Lancaster,  42  Mo.  (A pp.)  608; 
Kidder  v.  Kidder,  33  Pa.  St.  268. 

3  Ante,  Chap.  IV. 

4  Cowpcr  V.  Green,  7  Mees.  &  W.  683. 
Jackson  v.  Stackhouse,  1  Cow.  1^,  18  Am. 
Dec.  614. 
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s  Francis  v.  Boston  and  Roxbury  Mill 
Corporation,  4  Pick.  865,  368;  Hastings  v. 
Dickinson,  7  Mass.  153,  %  Am.  Dec.  34; 
Gibson  v.  Gibson,  15  Mass.  106,  8  Am. 
Dec.  94;  Quarles  v.  Quarles,  4  Mass.  68K; 
Cocke  V.  Stuart,  Peck,  137, 

0  Lawson  Rigrhts,  Rem.  &  Pr.  $  2676. 

7  Gardner  V.  Gardner,  22  Wend.  586, 84 
Am.  Dec.  340;  Beach  v.  Enders,  51  Barb. 
670. 


CH.  XX.]  DISCHARGE  OP  EIGHT  OP  ACTION, 


§  499 


A  release  of  one  of  several  debtors  jointly,  or  jointly 
and  severally,  liable  for  the  same  debt,  releases  all.^ 

The  reason  for  this  is  that  if  it  did  not  have  this  effect 
the  co-debtor,  after  paying  the  debt,  might  sue  him  who 
was  released  for  contribution,  and  so  in  effect  he  would 
not  be  released.®  But  a  release  of  one  co-debtor  may  re- 
serve a  right  against  the  other  debtors,  in  which  case 
they  are  not  discharged.^®  So  the  release  by  one  of  sev- 
eral co-creditors  jointly  entitled  to  the  debt  discharges 
the  debtor  as  to  all." 

§  499.    Covemmt  Not  to  Sue. 


A  covenant  made  by  a  creditor  with  his  debtor  not  to 
sue  him  at  any  time  for  the  debt  although  it  does  not  in 
terms  release  the  debtor,  and  purports  only  to  bind  the 
creditor  by  covenant,  is  upon  the  principle  of  avoiding 
circuity  of  action,  equivalent  to  a  release,  and  may  be 
so  pleaded  in  an  action  by  the  creditor  for  the  debt,  the 
subject  of  the  covenant.^  But  a  covenant  not  to  sue 
one  of  several  co-debtors  jointly,  or  jointly  and  sever- 
ally, liable,  although  it  operates  by  construction  as  a  re- 
lease as  between  the  covenantor  and  covenantee,  does 
not  operate  as  a  release  of  the  other  debtors^ 


•  Baldwin  v.  Gray.  4  Martin  (N.  S.)  192, 

16  Am.  Dec.  169;  AlHn  v.  Shadburne; 
1  Dana,  68,  SS  Am.  Dec.  121;  Berry  v.Gillis. 

17  N.  H.  9,  43  Am.  Dec.  586;  Bozcman  v. 
SuteBank,  7  Ark.  3«,  46  Am.  Dec.  «91; 
Williamson  v.  McGlnness,  11  B.  Mon.  74, 
SBAm.  Dec.  561;  Hale  v.  Spaulding.  146 
Man.  482, 1  Am.  St.  Kep.  475:  Benjamin  v. 
McConnell,  4  Gilm.  536.  46  Am.   Dec.  474. 

»  North  V.  Wakefield,  18  Q.  B.  451. 

10  Yates  v.  Donaldson,  5  Md.  889.  61 
Am.  Dec.  283. 

1 1  Leake  Contr.  982-  Beltzhoover  t. 
Stockton,  4  Cranch  C.  C.  696;  Myrick  v. 
Dame,  9  Gush.  248. 


1  Russell  V.  Adderton,  64  N.  C.  417; 
Cuvler  V.  Cuyler  2  Johns.  186.  But  it  is 
difiterent  where  the  covenant  it  not  to  sue 
for  a  limited  time  only.  Ayloffe  v.  Scrimp- 
shire,  2  Salk,  528;  Clopper  v.  Union  Bank, 
7  Har.  A  J.  92.  16  Am,  Dec.  294;  Ford.  v. 
Beech,  11  Q.  B.  852. 

2  Goodnow  V.  Smith,  IS  Pick.  414,  29 
Am.  Dec.  600;  Berry  v.  Dillis,  17  N.  H,  9, 
48  Am.  Dec.  586;  Bozeman  v.  State  Bank, 
7  Ark.  328,  46  Am.  Dec,  291;  Williamson  v. 
Ginness,  11  B.  Mon.  74,  52  Am.  Dec.  561; 
Brown  v.  White,  29  N.  J.  (L.)  514,  80  Am. 
Dec.  226. 
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(b) 


ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 


^500.    Accord  and  Satisfaction  Defined  and  Emplained. 

An  accord  and  satisfaction  is  an  agreement  by  the 
creditor  to  accept  something  in  satisfaction  of  his  claim, 
accompanied  by  the  delivery  or  performance  of  what  i» 
so  agreed  upon.^  But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
there  must  be  both  accord  and  satisfaction.  By  the  ac- 
cord the  parties  agree  upon  a  sum  of  money,  or  other 
matter,  to  be  given  and  accepted  as  compensation  for 
the  breach,  instead  of  the  l^al  remedy  provided  by  pro- 
cess of  law.  But  this  is  insufficient  to  bar  an  action.^ 
It  is  by  the  execution  of  the  accord,  that  is,  by  the  actual 
delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  matter  agreed  upon  as  a 
satisfaction,  that  the  right  of  action  is  discharged.'  As 
said  in  an  old  case,  ^^ accord  executed  is  satisfaction ;  ac- 
cord executory  is  only  substituting  one  cause  of  action 
for  another,  which  might  go  on  to  any  extent"*  There- 
fore readiness  to  perform  the  accord,*  or  a  tender  of  per- 
formance,* or  even  part  performance,''  is  not  enough. 

The  satisfaction  may  consist  in  the  acquisition  of  a 
new  right  against  the  debtor,  as,  for  example,  the  re- 
ceipt from  him  of  a  n^otiable  instrument  as  payment,^ 


iPuUiam  v.  Taylor,  50  Miss.  S51;  Stock- 
ton v.  Frey,  4  Gill.  400,  46  Am.  Dec.  1:18; 
Heirn  v.  Carron,  11  Sm.  &  M.  861,49  Am. 
Dec.  65. 

•  Ballard  v.  Nokes,  2  Ark.  45;  Kromer  v. 
Heim,  75  N.  Y.  577,  31  Am.  Rep.  491;  Ogil- 
vie  ▼.  Hallam,  58  la.  714;  Russel  v.  Lytle, 
6  Wend.  800,  22  Am.  Dec.  587;  Ellis  7.  Bit- 
zer,  ft  Ohio  89.  16  Am.  Dec.  534:  Schlitz  v. 
Meyer,  61  Wis.  418;  Troutmann  v.  Lucas, 
63  Ga.  466:  Pettis  v.  Rav,  12  R.  1. 844;  Sum- 
mers V.  Hamilton,  56  Cal.  598;  Browning 
V.  Crouse,  43  Mich.  489;  Lankton  ▼.  Stew- 
art, 87  Minn.  846;  Johnson  v.  Hunt,  81  Kv. 
821;  Hemroingway  V.  Stansell,  106  U.  S. 
899;  Costello  v.  Cady,  102  Mass.  140. 

sDiller  v.  Brubaker,  58  Pa.  St.  498,  91 
Am.  Dec.  177;  Vedder  ▼.  Vedder,  1  Denio. 
267;  Hall  ▼.  Smith,  10  Iowa  45:  Brooklyn 
Bank  v.  De  Grauw,  28  Wend.  842,  86  Am. 
Dec.  569;  Frost  v.    Johnson,   8  Ohio,   808; 
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Russell  V.  Lytle.  6  Wend.  390,  28  Am.  Dec. 
587;  Cbilds  v.  Miilville,  etc.Jns.  Co  ,  56  Vt. 
609;  Hancock  v.  Yaden.  121  Ind.  866,  16  A. 
S.  R.  396.  But  see  Wbitsett  v.  Clayton,  5 
Colo.  476  where  this  well  established  doc- 
trine is  criticised. 

«Lyon  ▼.Bruce,  8  H .  Bl.  319. 

>Hearn  ▼.  Kiehl,  88  Pa.  St.  147.  80  Am. 
Dec.  472;  Russell  v.  Lytle,  6  Wend.  890,  22 
Am.  Dec.  587. 

•  Hearn  ▼.  Kiehl,  38  Pa.  St.  147,  80  Am. 
Dec.  478;  Brooklyn  Bank  v.  De  Grauw,  23 
Wend.  842,85  Am.  Dec.  669:  Kromer  v. 
Heim,   75  N.  Y.  574,  81  Am.  Rep.  491. 

THearnv.  Kiehl,  38  Pa.  St.  147,80  Am. 
Dec.  472. 

•Witherby  v.  Mann,  11  Johns.  518;  Yates 
V.  Valentine,  71  III.  643;  Bennett  v.  Hill,  14 
R.  I.  822;  Mason  ▼.  Campbell,  27  Minn.  54; 
Guild  yf.  Butler,  127  Mass.  886. 
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or  of  new  rights  against  the  debtor  and  third  parties,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  composition  with  creditors  f  or  of  some- 
thing different  in  kind  to  that  which  the  debtor  was 
bound  by  the  original  contract  to  perform  ;^®  but  it  must 
in  all  ca^s  have  been  taken  by  the  creditor  as  a  full,  per- 
fect and  complete  satisfaction  for  his  claim  in  order  to 
operate  as  a  valid  discharge.^  ^ 

It  need  not  be  under  seal  or  even  in  writing,  for  a 
parol  accord  and  satisfaction  will  discharge  a  right  of 
action  founded  on  a  deed  or  even  on  a  judgment,^^  but 
like  all  other  parol  agreements  it  requires  a  considera- 
tion;** though  the  consideration  need  not  be  adequate** 
provided  it  is  neither  an  ill^al*^  nor  a  past  one." 

(c) 

J  UD6MBNT. 


<§  501.    Effect  of  Judgment. 

The  final*  judgment  of  a  court  of  comi)etent  jurisdic- 
tion' in  the  plaintiff's  favor  discharges  the  right  of  ac- 
tion arising  from  breach  of  contract.  The  right  is 
thereby  merged^  in  that  more  solemn  form  of  obligation 
sometimes  called  a  Contract  of  Record.*  It  may  then 
be  discharged  by  payment  of  the  judgment?  or  by  satis- 


•GoodT.  Cbeesman,  2  B.  &  Ad.  8S8; 
Boyd  ▼.  Hind,  1  H.  ft  N.  M7:  Kromer  v. 
Helm,  75  N.  Y.  577,  81  Am.  Rep.  471;  Bax- 
ter  V.  Bell.  86  N.  Y.  196. 

loWbitaev  v.  Cook,  58  Miss.  6o1;  Ben- 
nett V.  Hill,}  4  R.  I.  822;  Morehouse  ▼. 
Bank,  96  N.  Y.  608;  WillUma  ▼.  Phelps,  18 
Wis.  80. 

1 1  Jones  V.  Fennimore,  1  G.  Greenej  184; 
Boston  Rubber  Co.  v.  Peerless  Wring^er 
Co.,  58  Vt.  661:  Line  v.  Nelson,  88  N.  J.  L. 
358;  Alden  ▼.  Thurber,  140  Mass.  271.  A 
debtor  may  attach  a  condition  to  the  offer 
and  if  so  the  acceptance  of  the  thing  is  an 
acceptance  of  the  condition.  Berdell  v. 
Bisscll,  6  Col.  162;  McDaniels  ▼.  Bank,  89 
Vt.  9a0, 70  Am.  Dec.  406. 

1  >Cabe  ▼.  Jameson,  10  Ired.  198,  51  Am. 
Dec.  886;  Savage  v.  Bverman,  70  Pa.  St. 
315,  10  Am.  Rep.  676. 


>  3See  Ante,  Cap.  IV.  Consideration. 

1 « Warren  v.  Skinner,  SO  Conn.  589;  Don- 
ahoe  V.  Woodbury,  6  Cush.  148;  Ogborn  v. 
Hoffman,  52  Ind.  439;  Fisher  v.  May  % 
Bibb,  449,  5  Am.  Dec.  626;  Reid  v.  Bartlett, 
19  Pick.  S78. 

1  sKeeler  v.  Neal,  2  Watts.  434;  Davis  v. 
Noaks,  8  J.  J.  Marsh,  494. 

i«See  Chap.  IV.;  Stead  v.  Pover,  1  C.  B. 
782. 

iWebbv.  Bucklew,82N.  Y.  566;  Lin- 
ington  V.  Strong,  111  111.  168. 

sHickey  V.  Stewart,  8  How.  760. 

sSee  ante,  1 424. 

«See  ante.  Chap.  II. 

sThompkins  v.  Bank,  58  111.  57;  Bopth  v. 
Bank,  74  N.  Y.  228. 
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faction  obtained  by  process  of  Execution.®  On  the  other 
hand  a  judgment  in  the  defendant's  favor  discharges 
the  obligation  by  Estoppel.*^  The  plaintiff  cannot  bring 
another  action  for  the  same  cause  so  long  as  the  judg- 
ment stands.  But  an  adverse  judgment,  in  order  to  dis- 
charge the  obligation  by  estopping  the  plaintiff  from  re- 
asserting his  claim,  must  have  proceeded  upon  the  mer- 
its of  the  case.  If  a  man  fail  because  he  has  sued  in  a 
wrong  character,  as  executor  instead  of  administrator; 
or  at  a  wrong  time,  as  in  the  case  of  action  brought  be- 
fore a  condition  of  the  contract  had  been  fulfilled;®  or 
if  the  plaintiff  fails  on  demurrer  in  his  first  action  from 
the  omission  of  an  essential  allegation  in  his  declaration 
which  is  supplied  in  the  second  suit,*^  the  judgment  in 
the  first  suit  is  not  a  bar  to  a  second  suit  on  the  same 
cause  of  action.^^ 

The  judgment  may  be  set  aside  by  the  court  in  which 
it  is  rendered  or  set  aside  or  reversed  by  a  higher  court, 
in  which  case  it  may  be  entered  in  favor  of  the  other 
party  if  so  ordered  or  the  parties  may  be  remitted  to 
their  original  position.^ ^ 

(d) 

LAPSE  OF  TIME. 

§502.     IntroductOTj/. 

The  rule  established  by  the  courts,  and  expressly 
enacted  by  the  legislature  in  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
that  lapse  of  time  shall  constitute  a  bar  to  the  enforce- 

•Chandlfr  v.  Higgrins,  100  III.  602.  loKnapp  v.  Eldridge.,  88  Kan.  106;  Pa- 

TCromwcll  v.  Sac.  Co.,  94  U.  S.  361:  Rua-  ?«»8  Y-  ^»' «*  '»•  }f^'^  P?'^P?'  '^ik^/JJ'^JS' 

sell  V.  Place,  94  U.   S.  606;  Campbell   v.  Sj!i^*»;^i.?''*^J"i,r;H^^fif-  JfS  "1'  *?*' 

Rankin,  99  It.  S.»61;  Patrick    v.    Shaffer,  ^J^**  ^  ^t^KT'^c  ^^i'^iLr  *Li?      rJ-.^ 

94  N.  Y.  428;  Nispel  v.  Laparle,  T4  111.  806.  7Jfe°"*'°"\"c?  ^-  ^-  ^'  Maxwell  v.  Clark. 

•Brackett  v.  People,  116  111.  89;  Kane  v.  ^39  Mass.  118. 

Fisher,  2  Watts   246.  nClark  v.  Bowen.  22  How.  270;   Chick- 

•Gould  V.  R.    R.    Co..    91    U.    S.    526;  fri°«^- .^aijcs.  29  111.    294;    Wadhams    v. 

Stowell  V.  Chamberlain,  60  N.  Y.  272.  <^y.  73  lU.  415. 
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ment  of  a  cause  of  action,  is  a  rule  of  convenience  and 
policy  the  result  of  a  necessary  regard  to  the  peace  and 
security  of  society.  No  person  ought  to  be  permitted  to 
lie  by  whilst  transactions  can  be  fairly  investigated  and 
justly  determined  until  time  has  involved  them  in  un- 
certainty and  obscurity  and  then  ask  for  an  inquiry. 
Justice  cannot  be  satisfactorily  done  when  parties  an<l 
witnesses  are  dead,  vouchers  lost  or  thrown  away  and 
a  new  generation  has  appeared  on  the  stage  of  life,  un- 
acquainted with  the  affairs  of  a  past  age  and  often  re- 
gardless of  them.^ 

Hence,  a  person  who  delays  for  an  unnecessary  length 
of  time  to  avail  himself  of  his  l^al  right  to  enforce  his 
action  for  a  breach  of  a  contract,  may  be  met  and  de- 
feated by :  1.  A  presumption  or  rule  of  law  established 
by  the  courts  independent  of  any  statute;  or,  2,  the  ex- 
press provisions  of  the  Statutes  of  Limitations.^ 

1. 

Independent  of  Statute. 

§503.    Presumption  of  Payment. 

Independently  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  as  for  ex- 
ample w^hen  the  statute  does  not  run  because  of  the  ab- 
•sence  of  the  debtor  from  the  state,^  or  in  the  absence  of 
such  statutes,  the  law  after  a  lapse  of  tw^enty  years 
raises  the  presumption  that  debts  generally,  bonds,  con- 
tracts, covenants  or  other  obligations,  have  been  paid  or 
discharged.^  When  an  action  is  brought  on  a  bond  or 
covenant  for  the  payment  of  money  if  twenty  years 
elapse  between  the  time  of  its  becoming  due  and  of  the 

1  Foulk  V.  Brown,  9  Watts.    216.  Wanmaker  v.  Van  Buskirk»  1  Saxt.  Ch.  685. 

2Liichficldv.   McDonald.  35  Minn.  167.  ^^i"P**i;o«*'VK^"^''5*"  ^q^Skm?"'  '^ 

,  _             _        1,     ft^  XT  V    oo<     ^«  A  S.   &    R.  886.  15  Am.  Dec.  608;  Phillips  v. 

iBcan  v.Torncllc,94N.  Y.  381,  46  Am.  Morrison.,  3  Bibb,   105,  «  Am.  Dec.  «W; 

^«P-  153.  '    Lyon  v.    Odcli,  65  N.  Y.  88;  Wilson  v.  Al- 

2Law8on  Presumptive  E v.,  rule  71,  p.808'  berk,  89  Mo.  687. 
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institution  of  the  action  or  proceeding,  the  defendant 
may,  without  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations,  rely 
upon  the  presumption  of  payment.*  And  though  this, 
presumption  as  to  sealed  instruments  at  least  does  not 
arise  from  lapse  of  time  alone  short  of  twenty  years, 
yet  a  shorter  time  in  connection  with  other  circum- 
stances may  raise  a  presumption  of  fact  that  payment 
has  been  made.*  And  no  presumption  of  payment  or 
discharge  can  be  raised  by  lapse  of  time  alone  for  a  per- 
iod less  than  that  allowed  by  the  statate  of  limitations- 
in  which  to  bring  suit.** 

§504.     Laches  in  Equity. 

The  courts  of  equity  also  have  little  sympathy  with 
what  they  call  stale  claims,^  and  considering  it  mis- 
chievous to  encourage  claims  founded  on  transactions- 
that  had  taken  place  long  before  their  aid  is  invoked,  re- 
fuse to  give  relief  after  an  unreasonable  length  of  time,, 
the  result  of  the  delay  or  laches  of  the  plaintiff.  Thus  it 
r^ards  a  delay  in  taking  steps  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent 
contract  as  having  the  effect  of  affirming  it;^  though  if 
it  appear  that  the  fraud  has  not  during  such  time  been 
known  by  the  complainant,  no -^  length  of  time— even 
though  beyond  the  statutory  time — is  allowed  to  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  those  who  have  benefited  by  it' 
So  in  the  exercise  of  the  peculiar  jurisdiction  of  equity 
to  order  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract,*  it  is 
well  settled  that  the  plaintiff  may  lose  his  right  to  ask 

,                                              sColwell  V.  Prindle,  19  W.  Va.  640.  897;  Henderson  v.  Lewis,  9  S.  &  R.  379,  11 

I                                              4  Brubaker  v.  Taylor,  76  Pa.  St.  «8;  Daby  Am.  Dec.  783. 

V.  Erickson,  45  N.  Y.  786;  Gamier  v.  Ren-  iSee  Bisp.  Eq.,  §  803;  Perry  v..  Craig,   8 

ner,  61  Ind.  374.  Mo.  525;  Allore  v.  Jewell.  4  Otto,  512. 

sGrafton  Bk.  v.  Doe,  19  Vt.  467,  47   Am.  <Lawson  Rigrhts,  Rem.  &  Pr.,  §  28QS. 

Dec.  697;  Ingraham  v.  Baldwin,    9   N.  Y.  jBtep.  Eq.   |  S»8;    Brown  v.  Norman,  65. 

46.    But  in  connection  with  other   circum-  Miss.  869,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  668. 
stances  a  }ury  may  presume  payment  from  ^_         *      ,  .«« 

a  less  time.    Milledge  v.  Gardner,   38   Ga.  *See  ante,  f  489. 
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specific  performance  by  unnecessary  delay  on  his  part,'^ 
the  rule  being,  that  if  a  party  seeking  a  specific  execu- 
tion of  a  contract  has  been  guilty  of  gross  laches,  or  if 
in  the  intermediate  period  there  has  arisen  a  material 
change  of  circumstances,  affecting  the  rights,  interests 
and  obligations  of  the  parties,  a  court  of  equity  will  re- 
fuse to  decree  a  specific  performance.* 

2. 

XJNDBE  Statute  of  Limitations. 

§  505.    Statute  of  lAmitationa  Bars  Action. 

Theoretically  a  person  who  has  a  claim  against 
another  would  seem  to  have  a  right  to  be  allowed  to  pros- 
ecute it  at  any  time.  Nevertheless  in  all  the  States  stat- 
utes are  in  force  called  Statutes  of  Limitations,  which 
take  away  the  remedy  for  a  breach  of  contract  or  any 
other  injury  after  the  lapse  of  a  certain  time.  And  these 
statutes  rest  not  so  much  on  the  actual  probability  that 
a  debt  which  has  not  been  claimed  for  a  long  time  has 
been  paid,  and  that  this  was  the  reason  of  the  silence  of 
the  creditor,  as  on  the  inexpediency  and  injustice  of  per- 
mitting a  stale  and  n^lected  claim  or  debt,  even  if  it 
has  not  been  paid,  to  be  set  up  and  enforced  after  a 
long  silence  and  acqyiiescence.^  Their  provisions  as  to 
the  length  of  time  given  for  different  kinds  of  actions 
differ  in  the  different  States  and  cannot  be  set  out  here. 
Jl  summary  of  their  main  provisions  and  exceptions  will 
however  be  found  useful. 

•  Bennett  v.  Welch,  26  Ind.  140,   87   Am.  «Holffate  t.  Baton,  118  U.  S.  88;   Madox 

Dec.  864;  O'Fallon  v.  Kennedy.  46  Mo.  194;  v.  McQuean,  3  A.  K.  Marah.  400;  Miller  v. 

Bullock  V.  Adams.  90  N.J.  Eq.  887;  Ward-  Henlan.  61    Pa.    St.    266;  Hedenberg:   ▼. 

«r  V.  Cornell,  106  111.  160;  Davison   v.  Jer-  Jones,  78  111.  149. 

?y  £2'n    n  ^-  *^'  Marshall  ▼•  Perry,  90  ij^wetl  t.  Petit,  4  Mich.  609;  Parker   v. 

loA^'J?*  ^"JlS^^S  V.  Smith,  9  Tex.    12^  Butlerworth.  46  N.  J.  (L.)«47,  60  Am.  Rep. 

58  Am.  Dec.  190;  Henderson  v.  Hicks,  SS  Affr               >           .*  x           «                   r 

Cal.  864;  Williams  v.  Hart,  116   Mass.  618;       ^'' 
Preston  v.  Preston,  96  U.  S.  200;  Smith   ▼. 
Hampton,  13  Tex.  460;  Campbell  v.    Hicks, 
19  Ohio  St.  488. 
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§  506.     When  Statute  Bcyins  to  Run. 

In  the  ordinary'  course,  the  statutes  begin  to  run  or  to 
take  effect  as  soon  as  the  cause  of  action  arises,  t.  e.. 
from  the  time  when  the  injured  party  becomes  first  en- 
titled to  bring  his  suit,^  but  the  statutes  generally  pro- 
vide that  infancy,  coverture,  insanity,  imprisonment,  or 
absence  beyond  seas  shall,  where  the  plaintiff  is  affected 
by  any  of  these  disabilities  at  the  time  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion arose,  suspend  the  operation  of  the  statute  until  the 
removal  of  the  disability.  But  a  disability  arising  after 
the  period  of  limitation  has  begun  to  run  will  not  affect 
the  operation  of  the  statute  unless  the  statute  so  d(^ 
Clares.^ 

The  statute  will  not  be  prevented  from  running  be- 
cause of  the  ignorance  of  the  plaintiff  that  a  right  of 
action  existed.^  But  in  equity  where  that  ignorance  is 
produced  by  the  fraud  of  the  defendant,  and  no  reason- 
able diligence  would  have  enabled  the  plaintiff  to  dis- 
cover that  he  had  a  cause  of  action,  the  statutory  period 
commences  with  the  discovery  of  the  fraud.*  And  the 
equitable  rule  has  been  adopted  in  some  of  the  States 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  statutes,  which  run  only 
from  the  time  that  a  fraudulent  concealed  right  be- 
comes known  to  the  person  suing.'^ 

§  507.     Statutory  Bar  May  he  Removed. 

The  statutes  of  limitation  do  not  extinguish  the  right 
but  merely  bar  the  remedy,  and  they  therefore  provide 


iMcMichacl  v.  Carlylc,  53  Wis.  504; 
Jones  V.  Jones,  91  Ind.  378;  Zuck  v.  Gulp, 
59  Gal.  142. 

zJackson  v.  Jackson,  6  Cow.  7i,  16  Am. 
Dec.  433;  Hunton  v.  Nichols,  65  Tex.  217; 
Hoffan  V.  Kurtz,  94  U.  S.  778;  Swearingen 
V.  Robertson,  89  Wis.  462;  Kistler  v.  Heath, 
75  Ind.  177,  39  Am.  Rep.  181. 

sGrawford  v.  Gaulden,  83  Ga.  178; 
Campbell  v.  Long,  20  Iowa,  382;  Martin  v. 
Decatur  Bank,  31  Ala.  115;  Hartford  Bank 
V.  Watermann,  26  Conn.  324:  Williams   v. 
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Potticroy  Coal  Co.,  87  Ohio  St.  583;  Peak  v. 
Buck,  3  Baxt.  71. 

*Haymore  V.  Yadkin  Comms..  85  N.  C. 
268:  Gampbell  v.  Long.  20  la.  882;  Atlantic 
Bank  v.  Harris,  118  Mass.  147;  Under- 
hill  V.  Mobile  Fire  Department  Ins. 
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CH.  XX.]  DISCHARGE  OF  RIGHT  OF  ACTION. 


§507 


that  the  claim  may  be  revived  after  it  has  become  barred 
by  the  lapse  of  the  statutory  period  by  ( a )  a  new  prom- 
ise to  pay  the  debt;  by  (b)  a  subsequent  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  debt ;  or  by  ( c )  a  part  payment  of  the  debt. 

(a)  A  debtor  may  by  a  new  promise  to  pay  the  debt 
remove  the  bar  of  the  statute,  and  become  liable  to  be 
sued  upon  it.  Such  a  promise,  as  we  have  seen,  is  valid 
though  made  upon  a  past  consideration.^ 

(b)  The  early  cases  held  that  a  simple  allusion  to 
the  debt  as  existing,  though  accompanied  by  a  declara- 
tion of  an  intent  not  to  pay,  was  a  sufficient  "acknow- 
ledgment" to  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute.  But  it  is 
now  universally  held  that  the  "acknowledgment"  to  be 
effective  must  be  in  such  terms  as  warrant  the  inference 
of  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt.^  And  both  the  promise 
and  the  acknowledgment  to  remove  the  bar  must  be 
made  to  the  proper  person,  by  the  proper  person,  and 
with  proper  formalities  when  they  are  required  by  stat- 
ute,—which  are  in  most  of  the  States  that  they  shall  be 
in  writing.^  The  acknowledgment  may  be  made  to  a 
third  person  if  it  was  intended  to  be  communicated  to 
tlie  creditor.* 

(c)  A  part  payment,  or  payment  on  account  of  the 
principal,  or  a  payment  of  interest  upon  the  debt,  will 
take  the  contract  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  But 
the  payment  must  be  made  with  reference  to  the 
original  debt,  and  in  such  manner  as  to  amount  to  an 
acknowledgment  of  it.^ 


iSee  ante.  Chap.  IV. 
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ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION, 

accord  and  satisfaction  defined  and  explained,  684. 

ACTION. 

right  of  action  and  discharge  caused  by  breach  distinguished, 
628. 
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person  agreeing  to  perform  services,  agrees  to  do  so  with  reason- 
able skill.  79. 

implied  condition  that  relation  may  be  dissolved  on  breach  of 
duty  by  servant,  79. 
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powers  of  agent  Include  necessary  means  of  executing  them,  79. 

right  to  contract  by  an  agent.  201. 

1.  Mode  of  forming  reUition  of  principal  and  agent. 

who  may  be  a  principal.  202. 
who  may  be  an  agent,  208. 
in  what  modes  may  agency  be  created,  204. 
form  of  the  contract  of  agency,  204. 
acts  and  conduct  may  create  agency,  205. 
agency  by  necessity,  207. 
agency  by  ratification.  207. 
form  of  ratification,  211. 
ratification  by  acts  and  conduct.  212. 
declarations  of  agent,  when  admissible,  213. 
ratification  shifts  liability  to  principal,  213. 
what  acts  cannot  be  ratified.  214. 

42  067 
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AGENCY — Continued. 

2.  Effect  of  the  relatiot* 

duty  of  principal  lo  reward  and  indemnify  agent,  216. 

duties  of  agent  in  general,  218. 

not  to  make  personal  profit,  219. 

losses  fall  on  principal,  223. 

agent  may  not  delegate  his  authority,  223. 

when  principal  named  in    contract   agent    not    personally 
bound,  225. 

general  and  special  agency  distinguished,  226. 

powers  of  agents  generally,  226. 

powers  of  auctioneers.  228. 

powers  of  factors,  228. 

powers  of  brokers,  228. 

powers  of  del  credere  agents,  229. 

agent  contracting  for  foreign   principal    personally   liable, 
229. 

agent  contracting  for  irresponsible  or  non-existent  principal 
personally  liable,  230. 

agent  cannot  sue  on  contracts  made  as  agent,  231. 

authority  must  be  executed  in  name  of  principal,  233. 

agent  may  bind  himself  personally,  234. 

liability  of  agent  who  contracts  without  authority.  234. 

liability  when  principal  unnamed  but  agency  disclosed,  237. 

liability  when  agency  undisclosed,  238. 

liability  of  principal  and  agent  for  frauds  and  torts,  239. 

3.  Determination  of  the  authority. 

authority  may  be  put  an  end  to  by  agreement  of  the  parties, 
241. 

or  by  the  act  of  one  of  the  parties,  242. 

by  the  death  of  the  principal,  243. 

by  the  death  of  the  agent,  244. 

by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  principal,  244. 

by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  agent,  244. 

by  marriage,  244. 

by  the  insanity  of  the  principal,  245- 

by  the  insanity  of  the  agent,  246. 

by  the  destruction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  agency,  245. 

by  war,  245. 

by  other  si)ecial  circumstances,  246. 

time  at  which  revocation  takes  effect,  246. 

authority  coupled  with  interest  or  on  consideration  not  re- 
vocable, 249. 
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AGREEMENT.     See  also  Offeb  and  Acceiiancb. 

agreement  defined,  8. 

requisites  to  a  valid  agreement,  S. 

must  refer  to  legal  relations,  12. 

intention  must  be  serious,  13. 

jokes  and  jests,  13. 

results  from  oCFer  and  acceptance,  17,  19. 

ALIENS, 

who  is  an  alien,  153.  / 

rights  and  liabilities  of,  in  property  and  on  contracts,  153. 
alien  enemies,  rights  and  liabilities  of,  153. 
contracts  with  alien  enemies  invalid,  153,  343. 

ALTERATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS, 

alteration  of  written  instrument  discharges  it,  515. 

must  be  by  party,  516. 

after  execution  and  delivery,  516. 

without  consent  of  other  party,  516. 

must  be  material,  516. 

must  be  with  fraudulent  intent,  517. 

must  be  an  executory  obligation,  517. 

person  may  be  estopped  from  setting  up  fraudulent  alteration, 
517. 

presumption  as  to  alterations  in  instruments,  518. 

questions  of  alteration  and  time  of  alteration  are  of  fact,  518. 

questions  of  materiality  of  alteration  are  of  law,  518. 

recovery  on  original  consideration  for  altered  documents,  518. 

right  to  fill  blanks  in  instrument,  519. 

ALTERNATIVE  PROMISES, 

failure  to  perform  part  of,  540. 

AMBIGUITIES.    See  Evidence. 

APPROPRIATION  OF  PAYMENTS, 
rules  as  to,  493. 

ARBITRATION, 

validity  of  agreement  to  refer  disputes  to,  363. 

ASSENT, 

acceptance  by.  19. 

ASSIGNMENT.     See  also  Patents  and  Copyrights. 

an  offer  is  not  assignable,  26. 
assignment  of  liabilities,  423. 
assignment  of  rights,  423. 
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ASSIGNMENT.— ConfiniM^ 

choses  in  action  not  assignable  at  common  law,  425. 

assignment  of  rights— rule  in  equity,  426. 

what  may  not  be  assigned,  432. 

notice  of  assignment  necessary,  427. 

form  of  notice,  428. 

assignee  takes  subject  to  equities,  429. 

equities  excluded  by  contract  or  conduct,  430. 

debtor's  assent  immaterial,  430. 

what  passes  on  assignment,  431. 

liability  of  assignor,  431. 

assignment  by  statute,  481. 

assignability  distinguished  from  negotiability,  432. 

assignment  by  operation  of  law,  433. 

assignment  by  marriage,  433. 

assignment  by  death,  434. 

assignment  by  bankruptcy,  435. 

Interests  in  lands,  effect  of  assignment  of,  436. 

what  covenants  run  with  land,  436. 

ASSIGNMENT  FOR  BENEFIT  OF  CREDITORS, 
validity  of,  346. 

ATTORNEY.    See  Undue  Influence. 

AUCTIONS. 

powers  of  auctioneers,  228. 
agreements  to  defraud  bidders  at,  void,  361. 
agreements  to  defraud  sellers  at,  void,  362. 
offer  and  acceptance  in  sales  at  auction,  352. 

BANKRUPTCY.     See  also    Agenct,    Assignment,    Consideration, 
Illsqauty. 

discharges  contractual  obligations  of  banStupt,  521. 

BETS.    See  Waqebs. 

BII4ATBRAL  CONTRACT, 
defined,  5. 

BLANKS.    See  Alterations  of  Inbtbuments. 

BREACH  OF  CONTRACT.    See  Discharge. 

BROKERS.    See  Agency. 
powers  of,  229. 
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CARRIERS, 

implied  promise  of,  to  carry  goods  safely,  56. 
concealment  of  yalne  or  quantity  of  goods  shipped,  287. 
right  to  limit  liahility  for  negligence,  876. 

CAVEAT  EMPTOR.    See  WiJOUNTT. 

CERTAINTY, 

a  promise  to  he  enforceable  must  be  certain,  14. 

CHAMPERTY, 
effect  of,  362. 

CHOSES  IN  ACTION.    See  Assionment. 
CLERGYMAN-    See  Undue  Influence. 
COGNOVIT.    See  Contracts. 

COMPOSITIONS, 

composition  with  creditors,  how  enforced,  134. 
frauds  on  creditors  in,  346. 

COMPULSION.    See  Dxtbbss. 

CONCEALMENT.    See  Fraud,  Infancy. 

CONCURRENT  PROMISES, 

effect  of,  on  performance,  537. 

CONDITIONAL  PROMISES, 

promises  may  be  conditional,  473,  482. 

the  different  kinds  of  conditional  promises,  642. 

suspensory  and  dependent  conditions  distinguished,  543.' 

dependent  conditions  precedent  must  be  performed  or  promise 
discharged,  54^ 

condition  and  warranty  distinguished,  544. 

waiver  of  conditions,  546. 

CONDITIONS.    See  also  Conditional  Promises:    Diboha]»k:    Per- 
formance. 

acceptance  of  offer  must  be  unconditional,  27. 
offerer  may  prescribe  conditions  of  acceptance,  27. 
offer  lapses  on  failure  to  comply  with  its  conditions,  43. 

CONFLICT  OP  LAWS.    See  Illegality. 

CONSENT,  ■     i  .. 

of  parties  essential  to  agr^ment,  253. 
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CONSIDERATION, 

recovery  of  money  paid  for  consideration  which  has  failed.  75. 

every  simple  contract  requires  consideration  to  support  it,  113. 

exceptions:  bills  of  exchange  and  contracts  under  seal,  115. 

what  is  a  consideration,  116. 

good  and  valuable  consideration  distinguished,  116. 

consideration  need  not  move  from  plaintiCF,  116. 

adequacy  of  consideration  not  regarded  at  law,  118. 
nor  in  equity.  119. 

inadequacy  of  consideration  as  evidence  of  fraud  or  undue  in- 
fluence, 119. 

need  not  be  money  or  money  value,  117. 

promise  for  a  promise  a  good  consideration,  120. 

voluntary  subscriptions  to  enterprise  in  which  parties  have  mu- 
tual interest,  125. 

unless  both  parties  bound,  promise  is  void  for  want  of  mutuality, 
123;  127. 

promises  may  be  conditional,  473,  482. 

abandonment  of  legal  right  a  good  consideration,  117. 

forbearance  to  sue  a  good  consideration,  134. 

moral  obligation  no  consideration  for  promise,  137. 

promise  to  pay  debts  barred  by  limitation,  139. 

promise  to  pay  debts  discharged  by  bankruptcy,  139. 
consideration  must  not  be  impossible,  121. 
distinction  between  legal  and  physical  impossibility,  121. 
consideration  must  not  be  vague,  121. 

promise  to  do  what  party  already  bound  to  do  not  enforceable, 
128. 

aliter  where  one  is  only  morally  bound  to  do  it,  129. 

promise  beyond  legal  duty  or  contractual  obligation,  131. 
payment  of  part  of  debt  not  a  good  discharge  of  residue,  132. 

exceptions  to  this  rule,  133- 

compositions  with  creditors,  how  enforced.  134. 
executory  consideration:  what  is,  120. 
executed  consideration:  what  is,  120. 
past  consideration  will  not  support  a  promise,  139. 

except  where  given  at  request  of  promisor,  140. 

promises  to  pay  debts   bond   by   statute   of   limitations   or 
bankruptcy,  142. 

consideration  obtained  by  fraud,  effect  of,  144. 

failure  of  consideration,  when  a  defense,  144. 

CONSTRUCTION.    See  also  Damages:  Usages  axd  Customs. 

contract  is  construed  to  embrace  all  matters  which  parties  in- 
tended, 76. 

and  all  matters  which  law  implies,  76. 

rules  for  construction  of  contract,  463. 
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CONSTRUCTION.— Con^iiMCcf. 

intent  of  parties  looked  to,  454. 

words  understood  in  their  ordinary  meaning,  454. 

whole  instrument  looked  to,  455. 

each  part  of  instrument  examined,  455. 

construction  of  inconsistent  clauses,  455. 

two  instruments  executed  at  the  same  time  construed  together, 
457. 

inconsistent  words  will  be  rejected,  457. 

written  words  prevail  over  printed  words,  460. 

general  words  following  particular  or  specific  words,  458. 

instrument  construed  by  acts  of  parties  under  it,  458. 

meaning  which  will  uphold  contract  preferred,  459. 

unreasonable  construction  not  permitted,  459. 

grammar  and  punctuation  not  always  adhered  to,  461. 

doubtful  words  construed  against  party  using  them,  462. 

CONTRACTS.     See  also  Deeds:     Implied   Contracts:     Statute   of 

Frauds. 

the  different  kinds  of  contracts,  50,  81. 

no  distinct  class  of  contracts  in  writing,  81. 

contracts  ordinarily  valid  if  made  orally,  87. 

contracts  required  to  be  in  writing:  bills  of  exchange,  87. 

assignment  of  patents  and  copyrights,  87. 

acknowledgment  of  debt  barred  by  statute,  87. 

promise  of  infant  to  pay  debt  contracted   during   Infancy, 
87. 

acceptance  of  bill  of  exchange,  87. 

contracts  under  statute  of  frauds,  87. 

CONVICTS, 

power  of  to  make  contracts,  154. 

COPYRIGHTS.     See  Patents  and  Copybigiits. 

CORPORATIONS, 

what  is  a  corporation,  155. 

public  and  private  corporations  distinguished,  155. 

quasi-public  corporations,  155. 

contracts  of  corporation  when  binding,  156. 

powers  of  corporation  in  general,  156. 

meaning  of  ultra  vires,  157. 

contract  "ultra  vires"  not  enforceable,  157. 

need  not  contract  under  seal,  158. 

misrepresentation  on  sale  of  stock  in,  278. 
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COVENANTS.    See  Assignmsnt:    Release. 

COURTS, 

asreemente  obatructing  public  justice  yold,  360. 
compounding  offenses  against  the  law,  360. 
maintenance  and  champerty*  862. 
agreements  to  refer  to  arbitration,  363. 

CRIMES, 

agreements  to  commit  crime  void,  343. 
compounding  offenses  against  the  law  illegal,  360. 

DAMAGES.    See  Speoifio  Pebpobmance. 

foundation  principle  of  damages  is  compensation,  564. 
nominal  damages  defined  and  explained,  554. 
general  and  special  damages  distinguished,  656. 
measure  of  damages  on  breach  of  contract,  554. 
punitive  damages  and  injuries  to  feelings,  659. 
duty  not  to  Increase  damages,  559- 
liquidated  damages  and  penalties  distinguished,  660. 

construction  of  contracts  as  to,  560. 

rules  for  construction  of  such  contracts,  561. 
recovery  for  what  has  been  done  under  uncompleted  contract — 
where  contract  divisible,  71. 

where  contract  entire,  71. 

where  def&ult  In  performance  willful,  72,  73. 
no  second  action  for  same  damages,  563. 

DBATH.    See  also  Aoeitct:  Assignment:  Imfossibilitt. 

of  either  party  before  acceptance  revokes  offer,  46. 

of  either  party  after  acceptance  mailed,  Irrelevant,  46. 

discharges  personal  contracts  of  deceased,  621. 

but  not  his  ordinary  contracts,  521. 

Is  an  assignment  of  his  personal  estate  to  his  executor  subject  to 
his  liablUUes,  522. 

DECEIT.    See  Fraud. 

DECLARATIONS.    See  Agency. 

DEEDS.    See  also  Construction:  Eyidbncb. 

contract  under  seal  the  only  formal  contract,  82. 

must  be  in  writing  on  paper  or  parchment,  82. 

must  be  signed  and  sealed,  82. 

scrawl  in  place  of  seal  allowed  In  some  States,  82. 

witnesses  not  necessary  unless  required  by  statute,  83. 

delivery  essential  to  deed,  83. 

what  is  "delivery,"  83. 
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DEBSDS. — Continued. 


acceptance  by  grantee  also  necessary,  83. 

deed  delivered  to  tlilrd  party  on  condition  is  an  escrow,  S4. 

statements  made  in  deed  bind  party  absolutely,  85. 

deed  i«  valid  without  consideration,  85. 

by  statute  want  of  consideration  may  be  pleaded,  85. 

permissible  to  show  that  consideration  of  deed  was  illegal  or  Im- 
moral, 86* 

deed  not  ordinarily  reQUired*  86. 

exceptions:  gratuitous  promises,  85. 

contract  of  corporations,  86. 

conveyance  of  real  estate,  86. 
offer  by  deed  may  be  accepted  by  simple  assent,  19. 

DEFINITIONS, 

absolute,  586,  686. 

acceptance,  17,  19, 109. 

accord  and  satisfaction,  584. 

agreement,  8. 

alien,  153. 

alien  enemy,  153.    . 

alteration,  5l5. 

assignability,  432. 

auctioneer,  228. 

bilateral  contract,  5. 

broker,  228. 

champerty,  362. 

consideration,  116. 

constructive  contract,  50. 

contract,  3-4. 

corporation,  165. 

day,  461. 

del  credere  agent,  229. 

delivery,  83. 

dependent  condition,  544. 

divisible,  536.  539. 

duress  of  Imprisonment,  309. 

duress  per  minaa,  309. 

earnest,  110. 

executed  consideration,  120. 

executed  contract,  4. 

executory  consideration,  120. 

executory  contract,  4. 

escrow,  83. 

estoppel,  16. 

express  contract,  50. 


66G  INDEX. 


DEFINITIONS.— Con/i»tt€d. 

factor,  228. 

formal  contract,  81,  82. 

fraud,  284. 

fructus  industriales,  93. 

fructua  naturalea,  93. 

futures,  335. 

general  agent,  226. 

general  damages,  556. 

good  consideration,  116. 

goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  106. 

hereditaments,  92. 

implied  contract,  50. 

insanity,  196. 

interest  in  lands,  92. 

judgment,  55.  585. 

land,  92. 

latent  ambigufty,  449. 

legal  impossibility,  121. 

liquidated  damages,  560. 

maintenance,  362. 

material  alteration,  516. 

merger,  85,  513. 

miscarriage  of  another,  91. 

misrepresentation,  277. 

mistake,  205. 

mixed  contract,  50. 

necessaries.  167,  193- 

necessity  or  charity,  340. 

negotiability,  432. 

nominal  damages.  554. 

novation,  473. 

oyer,  520. 

parol  contract,  87. 

part  performance,  574. 

patent  ambiguity,  450. 

penalty,  560. 

physical  impossibility,  121. 

private  corporations,  155. 

profert,  520. 

promise,  4. 

promisor,  4. 

promisee,  4. 

public  corporation,  155. 

public  policy,  353. 
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DEFINITIONS.-  Continued^ 


quasi-contract,  50. 

quasi-public  corporation,  155. 

receipt,  109. 

release,  582. 

satisfactory,  485. 

seal,  82. 

simple  contract,  81,  87. 

special  agent,  226. 

special  damages,  556. 

spoliation,  515. 

subsidiary.  541. 

suspensory  condition,  543. 

tender,  496. 

thousand,  451. 

ultra  vires,  157. 

undue  influence,  313.        . 

unenforceable,  399. 

unilateral  contract,  5. 

valuable  consideration,  116. 

void,  399. 

voidable,  399. 

wagers,  333. 

warranty,  544. 

week,  451. 

DELAY.    See  Laches. 

DEL  CREDERE  AGENTS.    See  Aoenci. 

DELEGATION.    See  Agency. 

DELIVERY.     See  Deeds. 

DEMAND.    See  Performance. 

DISAFFIRMANCE.     See  Infancy. 

DISCHARGE.  See  also  Imfossibii«ity:  Performance:  Payment: 
Tender:  Merger:  Alteration  of  Instrument:  Lost  Instru- 
ments: Bankruptcy:  Death:  Breach  of  Contract. 

methods  of  discharge  of  contract  by  agreement,  469. 

executory  contract  may  be  waived  or  cancelled.  470. 

but  not  executed  contract,  470. 

negotiable  instruments,  may  be  discharged  by  cancellation  or 

giving  up,  470. 
discharge  by  express  substituted  contract,  471. 
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DISCHARGE.— Continued. 

form  of  substituted  contract.  471. 

discharge  by  implied  substituted  contract,  473- 

discharge  by  express  novation,  473. 

discharge  by  implied  novation,  474. 

discharge  by  conditions  in  contract,  475. 

discharge  by  conditions  subsequent,  476. 

discharge  by  non-fulfillment  of  term  in  contract,  475. 

discharge  by  occurrence  of  particular  event,  476. 

discharge  by  option  to  determine  a  contract,  477. 

methods  of  discharge  by  operation  of  law,  513. 

methods  of  discharge  of  contract  by  breach,  623- 

right  of  action  and  discharge  caused  by  breach  distinguished, 
523. 

discharge  before  performance  due  or  in  course  thereof  by  other 

party's  renunciation  gives  immediate  right  of  action,  625,  531. 

mere  expression  of  intention  not  to  perform  not  a  renunciation, 
526. 

rule   does  not  apply  to  unilateral   contracts   like  promissory 
notes,  627. 

promisee  not  bound  to  treat  the  renunciation  as  a  breach,  627. 
but  future  legal  discharge  may  estop  him,  527. 

party  repudiating  cannot  force  other  to  sue,  528. 

other  party  cannot  go  on  and  complete  contract,  528. 

breach    by  impossibility  created  by  party  before  performance, 
532. 

breach  by  impossibility  created  by  party  in   course  of  perfor- 
mance, 531. 
discharge  of  contract  by  failure  to  perform,  534. 
discharge  of  right  of  action,  581. 

DIVISIBLE  PROMISES. 

defined  and  explained,  535,  639> 

DIVORCE.    See  Illegality. 

DRUNKENNESS.     See  Intoxication. 

DURESS, 

duress  avoids  contract,  308. 

duress  defined,  308. 

legal  imprisonment  not  duress,  309. 

must  be  personal,  310. 

duress  of  goods,  310. 

extent  of  duress,  311. 

who  must  impose  duress,  312. 

must  aftect  promisor,  312. 

money  paid  under,  may  be  recovered  back,  61. 
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ELECTIONS, 

agreements  influencing  elections  void,  357. 
wagers  on  elections  Illegal,  333. 

EQUITIES.    See  Assignment. 

EQUITY.    See  also  Pebfobmangb:  Spicino  Pebfobmance. 

reforming  contracts  ln«  276. 

ordering  contracts  to  be  destroyed  or  delivered  up,  276.  282,  305. 

recovery  of  money  equitably  belonging  to  plaintiff,  57. 

ESCROW, 

what  is  an,  effect  of«  88. 

ESTOPPEL.    See  also  Altebation  of  Instbuicexts  :  Dischaboe. 
to  deny  tratb  of  representations  made,  16. 

EVIDENCE. 

proof  of  oral  contracts,  how  made,  441. 

proof  of  contracts  in  writing,  442. 

oral  evidence  to  vary  or  contradict  writing  inadmissible,  442. 

proof  of  existence  of  document,  443. 

of  contracts  under  seal,  443. 

of  written  contracts  not  under  seal,  443. 

proof  of  fact  of  agreement,  444. 

proof  that  there  is  no  valid  contract.  444. 

proof  that  the  apparent  contract  is  not  in  force.  445. 

proof  of  terms  of  agreement,  446. 

how  far  oral  evidence  admissible*  446. 

evidence  of  supplementary  or  collateral  agreement.  446. 

explanation  of  terms,  447. 

of  identity  of  parties,  447. 

of  identity  of  subject-matter,  448. 

of  application  of  phrases.  448. 

of  latent  ambiguity.  449. 

of  patent  ambiguity,  450. 

of  usages  of  trade,  450. 

EXECUTIVE.    See  Offigebs. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS, 

promises  of  under  statute  of  frauds,  88. 

EXPRESS  CONTRACTS.    See  Impued  Contbacts. 
FACTORS.    See  Agency. 

powers  of,  227. 
FALSE  REPRESENTATIONS.     See  Fbaud:  Misbepbebentation. 
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FOOD-    See  Warranties. 

FOREIGN  GOVERNMENTS.     See  State. 

FRAUD.     See  also  Iixeoalitt:    Misrepresentation:    Undue  Influ- 
ence. 

fraud  defined:   elements  of,  284. 

false  representation  essential — ^non-disclosure  when  not  a  frauds 

2S4. 

party  relying  on  other  to  give  information,  287,  288. 
active  concealment,  289. 
covering  up,  291. 
non-disclosure  by  vendor,  285. 
false  representations  amounting  to  fraud,  285. 
non-disclosure  by  purchaser,  286. 
when  intent  not  to  pay  for  goods  a  fraud,  286n. 
false  representation  must  be  as  one  of  fact,  291. 
opinions  though  unfounded  not  fraudulent,  291. 
nor  commendatory  expression,  292. 

nor  statements  of  matters  of  intention,  or  expectation,  293. 
false  representations  as  to  matters  of  law,  294. 
fraud  of  third  party  does  not  affect  contract,  295. 
representation  must  be  knowingly  false,  296. 
or  not  known  to  be  true,  296,  297. 
representation  based  on  unreasonable  grounds,  297. 
representation  subsequently  becoming  true  or  false,  298. 
must  be  made  with  intent  that  it  be  acted  on,  299. 
but  need  not  be  made  to  injured  party,  299. 
representation  must  actually  deceive,  299. 
person  who  knows  its  falsity  cannot  complain,  300. 
representation  must  be  material  and  have  inauced  contract,  302. 
representation  as  to  one  of  several  matters:  effect  of,  302. 
damage  to  party  injured  essential,  303. 

party  injured  by  fraud  may  affirm  contract  and  sue  for  damages^ 
304. 

or  he  may  rescind  the  contract,  305. 

limits  to  right  to  rescind,  306. 

restoring  the  consideration,  307. 

effect  of  delay  and  laches,  on  right  to  rescind,  306. 

equity  will  cancel  contract  obtained  by  fraud,  306. 
party  injured  may  sue  in  action  of  deceit,  306. 
right  to  recapture  goods  fraudulently  taken,.  308. 

"FUTURES."     See  Illegality. 

GRAMMAR.     See  Construction. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD.     See  Undue  Influence. 
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HEIRS.    See  Undue  Influence. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE, 

property  rights  of  wife  at  common  law,  189. 

her  separate  estate  in  equity,  190. 

contracts  of  wife  in  equity,  192. 

the  wife's  statutory  estate,  193. 

liability  of  husband  for  wife's  contracts  for  necessaries,  194. 

frauds  upon  marital  rights,  347. 

IDENTITY.     See  Evidence. 

ILLEGAL  CONTRACT.     See  Illegality. 

ILLEGALITY.     See  also  Consideration:  Deeds:  Wagebs. 

money  paid  for  illegal  purpose  may  be  recovered  back,  66. 

when  parties  not  equally  guilty,  67. 

when  statute  gives  such  right,  68. 

when  illegal  purpose  not  executed,  69. 
illegal  contract  not  enforceable,  328. 

where  statute  prohibits  act,  328. 

where  statute  simply  imposes  penalty,  329. 

illustrations  of  contracts  in  violation  of  statute.  331. 
agreements  in  fraud  of  bankruptcy  law,  332. 
contracts  for  usury,  332. 
wagering  contracts,  333. 
contracts  of  insurance,  336. 

agreements  for  future  delivery  of  goods,  or  "futures,"  335. 
contr^ts  made  on  Sunday,  338. 
construction  of  the  Sunday  laws,  338. 
works  of  'necessity  or  charity,"  340. 
contracts  partly  executed  on  Sunday,  341. 
rescission  and  ratification  of  such  contracts,  342. 
contracts  in  breach  of  rules  of  the  common  law,  342. 
contracts  with  alien  enemies,  343. 
agreements  to  commit  crime,  343. 
agreements  to  commit  civil  wrong,  344. 
agreements  to  defraud  third  persons,  344. 
fraud  and  illegality  distinguished,  352. 

frauds  upon  creditors — assignments  for  benefit  of  creditors,  345. 
frauds  upon  creditors — compositions  with  creditors,  345. 
conveyances  in  fraud  of  creditors,  345. 
contracts  of  agents  and  persons  in  fiduciary  relations,  345. 
agreements  between  creditor  and  debtor  affecting  sureties,  349. 
frauds  upon  marital  rights,  347. 
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agreements  to  defraud  the  public,  360. 

sales  at  auction — agreements  to  defraud  bidders,  351. 

sales  at  auction — agreements  to  defraud  owner,  352. 

contracts  against  public  policy,  353. 

agreements  to  influence  leglslatlye  action,  865. 

agreements  to  Influence  administratiye   and   ezecutive   action, 
856. 

appointment  of  public  ofllcers,  357. 

agreements  Influencing  elections,  357. 

exceptions  to  the  foregoing  rules,  358. 

salaries  of  public  ofllcers,  359. 

agreements  obstructing  public  Justice,  860. 

compounding  offenses  against  the  law,  360. 

maintenance  and  champerty,  362. 

agreements  ousting  Jurisdiction  of  courts,  861. 

agreements  to  refer  to  arbitration,  363. 

agreements  against  good  morals.  365. 

contracts  in  restraint  of  marriage,  366. 

marriage  brokage  contracts,  367. 

agreements  to  facilitate  divorce,  368. 

agreements  for  separation,  368. 

contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  369. 

restraint  unlimited  as  to  both  time  and  si>ace,  370. 

restraint  limited  as  to  space  but  unlimited  as  to  time,  370. 

restraint  limited  as  to  time  but  unlimited  as  to  space,  870. 

the  modem  doctrine — ^reasonableness  of  the  restraint  the  test, 
371. 

other  cases  of  lawful  restraint,  372. 

combinations  among  workmen,  374. 

combinations  among  employers  and  traders,  375. 

carriers  of  goods — limiting  liability  for  negligence,  376. 

contracts  with  innkeepers,  376. 

contracts  with  telegraph  companies,  376. 

carriers  of  passengers — ^limiting  liability  for  negligence,  376. 

agreements  affecting  duties  toward  third  persons,  777- 

agreement  to  leave  land  uncultivated,  777. 

or  prohibition  in  charter  party  of  deviation  to  save  life,  377. 

contract  by  father  to  surrender  parental  control  of  child, 

377. 
agreement  by  servant  to  waive  negligent  Injury  caused  by 

master,  378. 

effect  of  Illegality  upon  the  agreement,  378,  379. 
consideration  or  promise  wholly  illegal,  380. 
consideration  legal  but  promises  partly  illegal,  380. 
consideration  partly  Illegal,  381. 
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ILLEGALITY.— Con/ifwed. 


promises  and  consideration  severable,  383. 

the  unlawful  intention,  384. 

knowledge  of  illegal  intention — ^the  English  rule,  386. 

knowledge  of  illegal  intention — the  American  doctrine,  386. 

exceptions  to  the  American  doctrine,  388. 

agreements  legal  in  one   place   illegal   in   another— conflict  of 
laws  in  general,  892. 

agreements  le^l  at  one  time  and  illegal  at  another,  396. 

securities  given  on  illegal  transaction,  397. 

distinction  between  "void,"  "voidable"  and  "unenforceable,"  399. 

IMPLIED  CONTRACTS, 

express  and  implied  contracts  distinguished,  60. 

contracts  created  by  law,  50- 

quasi-contracts,  50,  54. 

contracts  partly  express  and  partly  implied,  50. 

contract  implied  from  acceptance  of  goods  or  services,  51. 

agreement  implied  from  request,  52. 

without  request  or  assent  no  agreement,  52. 

unavoidable  acceptance  does  not  bind  one,  53. 

services  are  presumed  to  be  for  hire,  53. 

exception:  members  of  same  family  or  near  relatives,  53. 

quasi-contracts,  54. 

promise  always  implied  where  equity  requires  it,  54. 

law  creates  promise  even  against  party's  dissent,  54. 

judgment  in  quasi-contract,  55. 

public  or  statutory  duty,  56. 

unjust  enactment,  57. 

implied  promise  of  husband  to  pay  for  "necessaries"  supplied  to 
wife,  58. 

of  infants  and  insane  persons  to  pay  for  necessaries,  58. 

implied  promise  of  carrier  to  carry  goods  safely,  56. 

implied  promise  of  innkeeper  to  keep  goods  safely,  56. 

implied  promise  of  person  using  tollgate  to  pay  toll,  56. 

of  persons  owing  taxes  to  pay  collector,  56. 

of  towns  to  re-imburse  persons  supporting  paupers,  56. 
promise  not  implied  where  there  is  express  promise,  50- 
when  action  may  be  brought  on  implied  promise,  50. 
contract  created  from  a  tort,  58. 
recovery  of  money  obtained  by  wrongful  act,  58. 
recovery  of  money  paid  under  compulsion  or  duress,  61. 
voluntary  payment  cannot  be  recovered  back,  60. 
nor  money  paid  under  legal  process,  63. 
effect  of  protest  at  time  of  payment,  64. 
money  equitably  belonging  to  one,  may  be  recovered,  57. 
43 
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money  paid  for  consideration  which  has  failed,  75. 

money  paid  for  nae  of  another  may  be  recovered  from  him,  75. 

money  paid  under  mistake  of  fact,  64. 

money  paid  under  mistake  of  law,  65. 

money  paid  for  illegal  purpose  may  be  recovered  back,  when, 
66. 

recovery  of  money  paid  on  bet  or  wager,  69. 

may  be  recovered  where  parties  not  equally  guilty,  67. 

or  when  statutes  give  such  right,  68. 

or  when  illegal  purpose  not  executed,  69. 

recovery  of  money  In  hands  of  stakeholders,  69,  70. 

benefits  received  under  agreement  partly  performed,  71. 

person  refusing  to  complete  his  agreement,  72,  73. 

promises  Implied  from  express  one,  76. 

implied  promises  In  contract  of  sale,  78. 

implied  warranties  on  contracts  of  agency  and  service,  79. 

IMPOSSIBILITY. 

consideration  must  not  be  impossible,  121. 
distinction  between  legal  and  physical  impossibility,  121. 
Impossibility  of  performance  is  no  excuse,  501,  502,  505. 
efCect  of  Impossibility  known  only  to  one  party,  501. 

known  only  to  prbmisor,  501. 

known  only  to  promisee,  502. 

distinction  between  obligation  imposed  by  law  and  by  contract, 
603. 

Impossibility  excused  when  caused  by  the  law,  506,  507. 

impossibility  excused  when  parties  have  contracted  on  basis  of 
existence  of  thing,  506,  508. 

sickness  a  good  excuse  for  failure  to  perform  personal  contract, 
425. « 

so  Is  death,  508. 

one  of  alternative  promises  becoming  impossible  of  performance. 
511. 

discharge  of  promise  by  impossibility  of  performance  created  by 
other  party,  532. 

INDEPENDENT  PROMISES, 

are  absolute,  divisible  or  subsidiary,  535. 

INFANCY, 

infant  cannot  make  binding  contract,  159. 
disability  not  cured  by  emancipation,  159. 

nor  by  marriage,  159. 
parent  not  liable  for  infant's  debts,  160. 
Infant's  contracts  voidable  not  void,  161. 
infant's  concealment  or  misrepresentation  as  to  age,  162. 
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the  non-voidable  contracts  of  an  infant,  163. 
contracts  under  statutory  authority,  163. 
contracts  which  law  would  have  compelled,  165. 
ante-nuptial  debts  of  wife,  166. 
infant  liable  for  necessaries,  58,  166. 
what  are  "necessaries/*  167. 
borrowing  money  for  necessaries,  171. 
express  contracts  for  necessaries,  171. 
securities  given  for  necessaries,  172. 
province  of  judge  and  jury,  173. 
ratification  after  reaching  majority,  174. 
express  ratification  by  new  promise,  174. 
must  be  made  with  knowledge  of  non-liability,  175. 
efCect  of  ratification,  176. 

.implied  ratification  from  acts  and  conduct,  176.  > 

disaflirmance  before  reaching  majority,  177. 
the  right  to  disaffirm,  178. 
disaflirmance  must  be  in  toto,  179. 
form  of  disaflirmance,  180. 
implied  disaffirmance,  181. 

when  disaffirmance  required — ^lapse  of  time,  182. 
effect  of  disaffirmance,  183. 
plea  of  infancy  personal  to  infant,  186. 
torts  of  infants  connected  with  contracts,  188. 

INJUNCTION.    See  Specific  Pekfobmance. 

INNKBEPERS, 

taking  seat  at  public  table,  18. 

implied  promise  of,  to  keep  goods  of  guest  safely,  66. 

right  to  limit  their  liability,  376. 

INSANITY.    See  also  Agency. 

contracts  of  insane  persons,  when  binding,  196. 
insanity  not  known  to  other  party,  198. 
contracts  fpr  necessaries,  58,  199. 
of  offerer  revokes  offer,  46. 

INSURANCE.    See  also  Illeoalitt. 

misrepresentation  affects  contract  of  Insurance,  277. 

INTENTION.    See  also  Frauds r    Illegality:     Misrepresentation. 

common  intention  essential,  8. 

party's  secret  intention  not  regarded,  8. 

must  be  communicated,  15.  i 

promissory  expressions,  9. 

statements  of  intention  not  promises,  11. 
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INTERPRETATION.    See  Coxstbuction. 

INTOXICATION, 

liability  of  person  Intoxicated  on  contracts,  199. 
when  drunkard  Is  under  guardianship,  200. 

INVITATIONS, 

to  deal  not  offers,  11. 

JOINT  AND  SEVERAL  C(»^TRACTS, 
rights  and  liabilities  on.'  415. 

JOKES, 

promise  made  In  joke  not  a  contract,  13. 

JUDGMENT.    See  also  Contracts. 

is  a  quasi-contract,  56. 
effect  of  Judgment,  585. 

KNOWLEDGE.    See  Fraud. 

LACHES.    See  also  LiMiTATiorr. 

lapse  of  time  bars  action,  686. 

presumption  of  pasrment  from  lapse  of  time,  587. 

laches  in  equity,  588. 

effect  of  delay  or  laches  on  right  to  rescind  fraudulent  contract. 
306. 

effect  of  delay  or  laches  on  right  to  rescind  contract  made  under 
undue  influence,  324. 

LANDS.    See  Real  Property. 

LAPSE  OF  TIME.    See  Infancy:  Laches. 

LATENT  AMBIGUITY.     See  Evidence. 

LAW.    See  also  Fraud. 

mistake  of,  not  ground  for  setting  aside  contract,  276. 

LAW  AND  FACT.    See  Alteration  of  Instruments. 

LEGALITY  OF  CONTRACT.    See  Illegality. 

LEGISLATURE.    See  Officers. 

LIMITATION.    See  also  Consideration. 

statutes  of  limitations  bar  action,  589. 
when  statute  begins  to  run,  590. 
statutory  bar  may  be  removed.  590. 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES.     See  Damaoes. 
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LOANS.    See  Undue  Influence. 

LOST  INSTRUMENTS. 

effect  of  loss  of  written  Instrument,  520. 
recovery  on  lost  bill  or  note.  520. 

LUNATICS.    See  Inbanitt. 

MAINTENANCE, 
effect  of,  362. 

MARRIAGE.    See  also  Assignment:     Aobnct:    Husband    and    Wife: 
Illboalitt:  Statute  of  Frauds. 
agreements  in  consideration  of,  under  statute  of  frauds,  92. 

MARRIED  WOMEN.    See  Husband  and  Wife. 

MEASURE  OF  DAMAGES.    See  Damages. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT.    See  Illeoautt. 

MERGER, 

merger  defined^  85«  513. 
roQuisites  to  merger,  514. 

MISREPRESENTATION.    See  also  Infancy. 

in  what  cases  misrepresentation  avoids  contract,  276,  277- 
misrepresentation  distinguished  from  fraud,  277. 

in  contracts  of  insurance,  277. 

in  contracts  for  purchase  of  stock  in  corporation,  278. 

in  contracts  for  sale  of  lands,  279. 

in  contracts  between  persons  in  fiduciary  relations,  280. 
where  a  term  in  the  contract  remedies  at  law  and  in  equity,  282. 

MISTAKE, 

when  not  ground  for  setting  aside  contract,  254,  255. 

mistake  in  motive  or  expectations,  256. 

mistake  in  value  of  quality,  257. 

mistake  in  expressing  the  agreement,  269. 

mistake  of  one  party  caused  by  other,  270. 

mistake  of  one  party  known  to  other,  270. 

mistake  of  law,  275. 

mistake  preventing  the  formation  of  a  contract,  258. 

mistake  concerning  nature  of  transaction,  259. 

mistake  concerning  person  with  whom  contract  is  made,  262. 

mistake  concerning  subject-matter  of  contract,  265. 

mistake  as  to  existence  of  subject-matter,  265. 

mistake  as  to  identity  of  subject-matter,  267. 


678  iin)Bx. 
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remedy  of  party  at  law,  276. 

remedy  of  party  In  equity,  276. 

recovery  of  money  paid  under  mistake  of  fact,  64. 

recovery  of  money  paid  under  mistake  of  law,  €6- 

MONEY.    See  also  Pathbnt:    Tender. 

consideration  need  not  be  money  or  money  value,  117. 

MORALITY, 

Immoral  agreements  are  void,  365. 

MORAL  OBLIGATION.    See  Ck)NSiDEaATiON. 

MORTGAGES.    See  Undue  Influence. 

MUTUALITY, 

promise  where  other  party  not  bound  void  for  want  of  mutuality, 
123,  127. 

NEGLIGENCE.    See  also  iLLEOALirT. 
in  signing  contract,  effect  of,  259. 

NEGOTIABILITY.    See  Assignment. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS.    See  Dibchaaoe:  Payment:    Wab- 

BANTT. 

NEWSPAPER, 

liability  for  price  of,  received  through  the  post-olBce,  51. 

NOTICE.    See  al-io  Assignment:     Pebforuanoe. 

ofCer  must  be  communicated,  24. 
acceptance  must  be  communicated.  29. 
revocation  of  ofCer  must  be  communicated.  33. 
revocation  of  acceptance  must  be  communicated,  37. 

NOVATION.    See  Disohabge. 

OFFER  AND  ACCEPTANCE, 

Invitation  to  deal  are  not  offers,  11. 
agreements  results  from,  17,  19. 
Illustrations: 

bid  and  fall  of  hammer  in  auction  sales,  17. 

railroad  time  tables,  17. 

advertisement  of  reward,  17. 

sending  order  to  dealer  in  goods,  17. 

picking  up  article  on  shop  oounter,  18. 

entering  street  car,  18. 
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taking  seat  at  public  table  of  hotel*  18. 

working  for  another  with  his  knowledge,  18. 

accepting  and  using  goods  sent,  18- 

offer  made  by  deed,  19. 

offer  and  acceptance  must  be  communicated,  24,  29. 

acceptance  by  assent,  19. 

acceptance  by  promise,  20. 

acceptance  by  act,  20. 

acceptance  by  offering  paper,  22. 

acceptance  by  accepting  paper,  23. 

acceptance  from  silence,  21. 

acceptance  must  be  absolute  and  unoonditionaU  27. 

acceptance  must  be  identical  with  terms  of  offer,  27. 

offerer  may  prescribe  time,  place  and  conditions  of  acceptance, 
27. 

offer  and  acceptance  made  by  post,  88,  86. 

offer  and  acceptance  made  by  telegraph,  38. 

offer  must  be  accepted  by  person  to  whom  made,  26. 

offer  is  not  assignable,  26. 
offer  to  unascertained  person,  26. 
offer  may  be  revoked  before  acceptance,  40. 

even  where  left  open  for  certain  time,  40. 

option  to  accept  offer  when  enforceable,  40. 
revocation  of  offer  must  be  communicated,  33- 

revocation  of  offer  made  by  post,  33. 
acceptance  of  offer  makes  irrevocable  contract,  38. 

revocation  of  acceptance,  47. 
modes  in  which  offer  may  lapse,  39. 

by  revocation.  39. 

by  rejection,  43. 

by  efflux  of  time,  46. 

by  breach  of  condition,  44. 

by  death  46. 

by  change  of  circumstances,  47. 

OFFICERS.    See  also  Statb.  ' 

agreements  to  influence  legislative  action  void,  355. 

agreements  to  influence  administrative   and   executive  action 
void,  356. 

agreements  to  influence  appointment  of  public  officers  void,  857. 

agreements  regarding  salaries  of  public  officers  void,  869. 

OPINIONS.    See  Misbepbbskntatioits:  Fraud. 

OPTIONS.    See  also  Disohaboe. 

option  to  accept  offer  when  enforceable,  40. 
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ORAL  EVIDENCE.    See  Evidence. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD.     See  Illeoalttt:   Inpawcy:   UirinTS  Inixu- 

ENGS. 

PAROL   CONTRACTS.      See    Contracts:    Evidence;    Statcte   of 
Frauds. 

PARTIES.  See  Aliens:  Convicts:  Corporations:  Frauds:  Infancy: 

Joint  and  Several  Contracts:  Statute  of  Frauds. 

two  iMirtles  necessary  to  every  contract,  405. 
question  who  are  parties  to  contract  one  of  fact,  406. 
one  not  a  party  to  the  contract  enforcing  It,  406. 
contract  cannot  bind  one  not  a  party  to  it,  406. 

but  may  impose  duties  on  him,  407. 

action  against  person  inducing  one  to  break  his  contract, 
407. 

the  rights  of  one  not  a  party,  408. 

when  false  representation  is  made.  410. 

when  breach  of  duty  connected  with  contract.  411. 

promise  for  special  benefit  of  third  person.  413. 

ofCer  must  be  accepted  by  person  to  whom  made.  26. 

PARTNERSHIP, 

dissolution  of.  revokes  offer  made  by,  47- 

PART  PERFORMANCE.    See  Damages. 

PATENT  AMBIGUITY.    See  EJvidence. 

PAUPERS, 

implied  promise  of  town,  to  pay  for  its  paupers'  Support,  56. 

PAYMENT.    See  also  Fraud:     Tender:     Statute  of  Frauds 

▼oluntary  payment  cannot  be  recovered  back,  60. 

nor  money  paid  under  legal  process,  63. 

effect  of  protest  at  time  of  payment,  64. 

reooyery  of  money  paid  for  consideration  which  has  failed,  75. 

recoYory  of  money  paid  for  use  of  another,  76. 

recoyery  of  money  paid  under  mistake  of  fact,  64. 

recoTery  of  money  paid  under  mistake  of  law.  65. 

money  paid  for  illegal  purpose  may  be  recovered  back,  when, 
'66. 

may  be  recovered  where  parties  not  equally  guilty,  67. 

or  where  statute  gives  such  right,  68. 

or  where  illegal  purpose  not  executed,  69. 

of  part  of  debt  does  not  discharge  residue,  132. 

exceptions  to  this  rule,  133. 
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PAYMENT.— Cdn«nt(€(f. 


presumption  of  payment  of  debt  from  lapse  of  time,  485. 

non-payment  of  debt  when  due,  effect  of,  489. 

authority  of  persons  demanding  payment  may  be  asked,  489. 

payment  by  negotiable  instrument,  490. 

payment  in  forged  or  worthless  notes  or  counterfeit  coin,  491. 

payment  in  bills  of  insolvent  bank,  492. 

sending  money  by  post,  492. 

effect  of  giving  receipt,  493. 

appropriation  of  payments,  493. 

PENALTIES.    See  Damages. 

PERFORMANCE.    See  also  Tendeb:    Imfossibilitt:    Sfbcifio  Peb- 

fobmance:  Damages. 

performance  must  follow  terms  of  contract,  478,  479. 

rule  in  equity,  480. 

time  of  performance,  481. 

rule  in  equity,  481. 

performance  of  conditional  promises,  481. 

promise  conditional  on  expiration  of  time,  482. 

promise  conditional  on  happening  of  future  event,  482. 

promise  conditional  on  act  or  will  of  third  party,  484. 

promise  conditional  on  act  or  .will  of  promisor,  484. 

performance  to  "satisfaction"  of  promisor,  485. 

promise  conditional  on  request  or  demand,  484. 

promise  conditional  on  notice,  484. 

discharge  of  contract  by  failure  to  perform,  534. 

where  absolute  performance  of  consideration  not  required^ 

536. 

independent  promises  not  favored;  concurrent  promises,  537. 

failure  to  perform  part  of  divisible  promises,  539. 

alternative  promises,  540. 

subsidiary  promises  explained  and  illustrated,  54L 

conditions  precedent  must  be  performed  or  promise  dis- 
charged, 544. 

PHOTOGRAPHER, 

duty  of  not  to  sell  pictures  of  customer  except  by  his  authority 
or  order,  79. 

PHYSICIANS.    See  Undue  Influence. 

PLACE, 

offerer  may  prescribe  place  of  acceptance,  27. 
contract  is  made  where  acceptance  is  given,  48. 
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PLEADING.    See  Statute  of  Frauds. 

P0ST-OFFICB7-    See  also  Payment. 

offer  made  by  post  binds  offerer  until  received  by  offeree,  33. 
acceptance  made  by  putting  letter  in  postoffloe  binds  offerer,  35. 
offer  by  mail  conditional  on  reply  by  "return  mail/'  27. 
reyocation  of  offer  made  by  mail,  33. 
revocation  of  acceptance  made  by  mall,  47. 

PKESUUTSARY  NEGOTIATIONS, 
do  not  make  an  agreement,  14. 

PRESUMPTION.    See  also  Alterations  of  Inbtruhsnts:   LiACHes. 
that  serrices  are  for  hire«  53. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.    See  Agency. 

PROCESS, 

money  paid  under  legal,  cannot  be  recovered  back,  63. 

PROMISES, 

what  is  a  promise,  4. 

promissory  expressions  do  not  constitute  an  agreement,  9. 

nor  mere  .statements  of  intention,  11. 

nor  social  engagements,  12,  13. 

nor  when  made  in  joke,  13. 

mutual  promises  form  good  consideration  for  each  other,  120. 

PROOF.    See  Evidence. 

PROTEST.    See  Payment. 

PUBLIC  POLICY.    See  Illegality. 

PUNCTUATION,      See  Construction. 

PUNITIVE  DAMAGES.    See  Damages. 

QUALITY.    See  Mistake. 

QUANTUM  MERUIT.    See  Damages. 

QUASI  CONTRACTS.    See  Implied  Contracts. 

RAILROADS.    See  also  Carriers:  Time  Tables. 

entering  street  car  an  acceptance  of  carrier's  terms,  18. 

RATIFICATION.    See  Infancy:     Agency. 
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RBAL  PROPERTY.    See  also  Assignment. 

conyeyances  of,  must  be  by  deed,  82. 

what  Is  an  "Interest  in  land"  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  83 

products  of  land,  92. 
misrepresentation  in  sale  of  land,  279. 

RBC4PTX7RB, 

right  to  recapture  property,  308. 

RBCBIPT.    See  Payment:  Statute  of  Frauds:  Tenoeb. 

RBCOGNIZANCB.    See  Conteaots. 

RBCORD.    See  Contracts. 

REFORMATION, 

of  contract  entered  into  through  mistake,  269. 

RBLiBASB, 

release  defined  and  explained,  682. 
ooyenant  not  to  su^  683. 

REMEDIES.    See  also  Damages:  Specdto  Pebfobmance. 

of  party  who  has  entered  in  contract  through  mistake,  269,  276. 

of  party  who  has  entered  in  contract  through  fraud,  304. 

of  party  who  has  entered  in  contract  through  undue  influence, 
824. 

RENUNCIATION.    See  Discharge. 

REPRESENTATIONS, 

liability  for  representations  on  which  another  acts,  16. 

party  is  estopped  from  denying  the  truth  of   his   representa- 
tions, 16. 

REQUEST.    See  Implied  Contracts. 

RESCISSION.    See  Fraud. 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE.    See  Illbsautt. 

REVERSIONARY  INTERESTS.    See  Undue  Influence. 

REVOCATION, 

of  ofCer,  see  Offer  and  Acceptance:  of  agency,  see  Aoenot. 

SALES.    See  Fraud:    Misrepresentations:    Statute   of   Frauds: 
Warranty. 

SAMPLE.    See  Warrantt. 

SEAL.    See  Corporations:  Deeds. 
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SBPARATION,  DEEDS  OF.      See  Illbualitt. 

SERVICES, 

are  presumed  to  be  for  hire,  53. 

exception:  members  of  same  family  or  near  reUttlTes,  5S» 

SEVERABLE  PROMISES. 

defined  and  explained,  535.  536. 

SICKNESS-    See  Impossibilitt. 

SIGNATURE.    See  Statute  op  Frauds. 

SILENCE, 

implied  acceptance  from,  53,  21. 

SOCIAL  ENGAGEMENTS, 
are  not  contracts,  12,  13. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE, 

when  specific  performance  of  contract  decreed  in  equity,  565. 

will  not  be  decreed  when  agreement  not  mutual,  567. 

nor  when  performance  hard  on  defendant,  568. 

nor  when  court  has  no  power  to  Insure  performance,  669. 

nor  of  contract  for  personal  services,  569. 

nor  when  performance  is  impossible,  570. 

nor  when  plalntlft  is  in  fault,  571. 
specific  performance  with  compensation,  when  granted,  571. 
specific  performance  decreed  only  when  damages  are  inadequate^ 
remedy,  572. 
.    contracts  for  the  sale  of  lands,  573. 
effect  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  573. 
part  i>erformance  will  take  case  out  of  statute,  573. 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  chattels,  575. 
breaches  of  contracts  generally,  577. 
vendor  as  well  as  vendee  entitled  to,  577. 
performance  compelled  by  means  of  injunction,  578. 

STAKEHOLDER.    See  Waoebs. 

STATE, 

power  of  state  to  contract,  149. 

may  sue  on  its  contracts,  150. 

but  cannot  be  sued,  151. 

public  ofllcers  and  agents,  rights  and  liabilities  of,  151. 

foreign  governments  and  their  representatives,  152. 
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STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS.    See  also  Specific  Pebfobmance. 

1.  Fourth  tedion. 

what  promises  must  be  in  writing,  88. 

promise  of  executor  or  administrator.  88. 

promise  to  answer  for  "debt,  default  or  miscarriage  of  another/' 
89. 

statute  does  not  include  promise  of  indemnity,  89. 

original  debtor  must  remain  personally  liable,  89. 

liability  of  third  party  must  be  continuous,  90. 

promise  must  be  made  to  creditor,  90. 

liability  of  promisor  must  be  to  answer  out  of  his  own  prop- 
erty, 91. 

promise  must  not  be  a  mere  incident  of  transaction,  91. 

statute  includes  liabilites  issuing  ojit  of  tort,  91. 
agreements  in  consideration  of  marriage,  92. 
"interest  in  or  concerning  lands,"  92. 

produce  of  land  when  within  these  words,  93. 

distinction  between  fructus  industriales  and  fructus  natU' 
rales,  93. 
contracts  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year,  94. 
what  agreements  are  not  within  the  statute,  9&-97. 
form  required  by  the  statute,  97. 

contract  in  writing  not  void  but  simply  unenforceable,  97, 
102. 

contract  required  to  be  in  writing  cannot  be  modified  by  parol, 
98. 

nor  made  a  ground  of  defense,  98. 
statute  relied  on  as  a  defense  must  be  pleaded,  98. 
can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  parties  or  privies,  98. 
memorandum  may  be  made  subsequent  to  contract,  98. 
must  show  a  complete  contract,  98. 

may  be  any  kind  of  writing,  99. 

may  consist  of  several  writings,  99. 
several  writings  cannot  be  connected  by  parol  evidence,  99. 
memorandum  must  show  parties,  100. 
need  not  show  consideration,  101. 
must  be  signed  by  party  to  be  charged,  101. 
signing  may  be  of  initials  or  mark,  101. 
signing  may  be  by  agent,  102. 

authority  of  agent  when  required  to  be  in  writing,  102. 
part  i>erforinance  of  agreement  within  statute,  105. 

2.  Seventeenth  section. 

what  are  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  106. 

both  executed  and  executory  sales  are  within  statute,  106. 

contracts  for  work  and  labor  not  within  statute,  107. 
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STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS.— Continued- 

conflicting  doctrines  on  this  subject,  107. 
value  of  goods  under  the  statute,  108. 

when  several-  articles  are  furnished  at  same  time,  109. 
acceptance  and  receipt  within  the  statute;  both  required,  109. 

one  may  take  place  without  other,  109. 

need  not  be  made  at  same  time,  110. 
earnest  or  part  payment,  what  Is,  110. 

may  be  made  at  any  time  before  action  brought.  111. 
under  the  section  contract  not  in  writing  Is  void,  112. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS.     See  Limitations. 

STATUTES.     See  Illeoalitt:   Statute  of  Frauds:  Limitations. 

SUBSCRIPTIONS, 
liability  on.  125. 

SUBSIDIARY  PROMISES, 

defined  and  explained,  541. 

SUBSTITUTED  AGREEMENTS,     dee  Dischabok. 

SUNDAY, 

legality  of  contracts  made  on  Sunday,  338. 

SURETYSHIP  AND  GUARANTY.    See  also  Statute  of  Frauds. 
agreements  between  creditor  and  debtor  affecting  sureties,  349. 

TELEGRAPHS.     See  also  Illegality. 

offer  and  acceptance  made  by  telegraph,  33. 

TENDER.    See  also  Payment. 
tender  when  a  discharge,  496. 

distinction  between  tender  of  payment  and  tender  of  perform- 
ance, 497. 

requisites  of  valid  tender,  498. 

must  be  made  in  legal  money,  498. 

and  exact  amount,  498. 

must  be  made  unconditionally,  499. 

right  to  demand  receipt,  499. 

right  to  demand  that  security  be  surrendered,  499. 

right  to  be  maintained  and  kept  open,  500. 

defects  in  tender,  how  waived,  500. 

when  tender  not  necessary,  500. 
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TIME.    See  also  Performance- 

offerer  may  prescribe  time  of  acceptance,  27. 

offer  not  accepted  within  prescribed  time,  lapses,  45. 

when  particular  time  not  prescribed,  offer  lasts  a  reasonable 
time,  45. 

what  is  reasonable  time,  45. 

contract  dates  from  time  of  acceptance  and  not  from  time  of 

offer^  48. 

contracts  not  to  be  performed  within  a  "year,"  under  statute  of 
frauds,  94. 

effect  of  agreement  legal  at  one  time,  illegal  at  another,  396. 

TIME  TABLES, 

of  railroad  as  offers  to  public,  17. 

TORTS.    See  also  Dubjess. 

contract  created  from  a  tort,  58. 

waiving  tort  but  suing  on  contract,  58. 

recoyery  of  money  obtained  by  wrongful  act,  68. 

statute  of  frauds  includes  torts  as  well  as  contracts,  91. 

action  against  person  inducing  another  to  break  contract,  407. 

torts  of  infants  connected  with  contracts,  188. 

TRUSTS.    See  Misrepresentation:  Undue  Influence. 

UNDUE  INFLUENCE, 

what  is  undue  influence,  313. 

contracts  between  husband  and  wife,  315. 

contracts  between  parent  and  child,  315. 

contracts  between  guardian  and  ward,  316. 

contracts  between  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust,  317. 

contracts  between  attorney  and  client,  318. 

contracts  between  priest  and  member  of  flock,  318. 

contracts  between  physician  and  patient,  319. 

contracts  between  persons  not  at  arms  length,  319. 

how  lon|^  disability  continues,  320. 

contracts  with  persons  mentally  or  physically  weak,  320. 

contracts  with  persons  not  able  to  read,  321. 

contract  with  expectant  heirs,  321. 

contracts  of  sale  of  reversing  interests,  322. 

agreements  between  lender  and  borrower,  323. 

sales  by  mortgagors  of  equity  of  redemption,  823. 

inadequacy  of  consideration  as  evidence  of  undue  influence,  324. 

remedies  of  party  in  such  cases,  324. 

delay  and  laches  in  such  cases,  324. 

UNILATERAL  CONTRACT, 
defined,  5. 
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USAGES  AND  CUSTOMS. 

usages  of  trade  or  business  part  of  contract  though  not  ex- 
pressly Included,  77. 

admissibility  of  usages  of  trade,  450. 

to  explain  technical  terms  in  written  contracts,  451. 

to  add  unexpressed  terms  to  written  contract^  452. 

USURY. 

contracts  for  Invalid,  332. 

VALUE.    See  Mistake. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER.    See  Fraud:  Misbepbesentation. 

WAGERS, 

not  enforceable,  when,  333. 

recovery  of  money  lost  on  bet  or  wager,  69. 

recovery  of  money  in  hands  of  stakeholder,  69. 

WAIVER.    See  also  Discharge:  Performance:  Tender. 

of  legal  right  or  forbearance  to  sue  a  good  consideration,  134. 
waiving  tort  and  suing  on  contract,  58. 
waiver  of  conditions,  546. 

WAR.    See  Agency. 

WARRANT  OF  ATTORNEY.     See  Contracts. 

WARRANTY, 

warranty  and  condition  distinguished,  544. 

seller  of  chattel  impliedly  warrants  that  he  has  title  to  it,  78. 

no  warranty  of  quality  of  article  sold;  rule  Is  caveat  emptor,  78. 

exceptions,  when  goods  sold  for  particular  purpose,  78. 

exceptions,  when  articles  ordered  to  be  manufactured,  78. 

exceptions,  when  goods  are  sold  by  description  or  by  sam- 
ple, 78. 

on  sale  of  articles  of  food,  Implied  warranty  that    they    are 
wholesome,  78. 

WITNESSES.    See  Deeds. 

WORDS  AND  PHRASES.    See  also  Construction:  Definitions. 
evidence  to  explain,  448,  449,  450. 

WORK  AND  LABOR.    See  Statute  of  Frauds. 

WRITTEN  CONTRACTS.     See  Alteration  of  Instruments:    Con- 
struction: Contracts:   Deeds:   Evidence:   Statute  of  Frauds. 
person  signing  written  instrument  bound  by  all  its  terms,  255 


